
31888 CONGRESSIONAL JlECORD- SENATE September 22, 1972 

SENATE-Friday, September 22, 1972 
The Senate met at 9 a.m. and was 

called to order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, 
a Senator from the State of Alabama. 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 

L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

Almighty God, into Thy hands we com
mend ourselves this day. Let Thy pres
ence be with us to its close. We pray 
Thee to teach us step by step what we do 
not know, preserve in us what we do 
know, correct us when we are mistaken, 
strengthen us when we fail, preserve 
us from all falsehood, and ca.use us to 
grow in the things of the spirit. Enable 
us to feel that in doing our work we are 
doing Thy will, and that in serving others 
we are serving Thee. Let not our pray
ers end upon our lips, but send us forth 
from our prayer with power to work Thy 
will in the world. 

We pray in His name who did Thy will 
to the very end. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. EASTLAND). 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read the following letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.0., September 22, 1972. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent from the Senate 
on official duties, I appoint Hon. JAMES B. 
ALLEN, a Senator from the State of Alabama, 
to perform the duties of the Chair during my 
absence. 

JAMES 0. EASTLAND, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE-EN
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RES

. OLUTION SIGNED 

A message from the House of Rep
resentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tion: 

H .R . 6575. An act to amend the act en
titled "An act to provide for the disposition 
of Judgment funds now on deposit to the 
credit of the Cheyenne-Ara.pa.ho Tribes of 
Oklahoma," approved October 31 , 1967 (81 
Stat. 337); 

H.R. 7616. An act to amend section 715 of 
title 32, United States Code, to authorize the 
application of local law in determining the 
effect of contributory negligence on claims 
involving members of the National Guard; 

H.R. 8215. An a.ct to provide relief for cer
tain prewar Japanese bank claimants; 

H.R. 12207. An act to authorize a program 
for the development of tuna and other latent 
fisheries resources 1n the Central, Western, 
and South Paclftc Ocean; 

H.R. 14173. An act for the relief of Walter 
Eduard Koenig; 

H.R. 15865. An act for the relief of Richard 
L. Krzyzanowski; 

H .R. 15927. An act to amend the Railroad 
Retirement Act of 1937 to provide a tem
porary 20 per centum Increase 1n annuities, 
to simplify administration of the act, and 
for other purposes; and 

H.J. Res. 1193. Joint resolution to provide 
for the designation of the week which begins 
on September 24, 1972, as "National Micro
film Week." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. ALLEN) subsequently signed 
the enrolled bills and joint resolution. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the reading of 
the Journal of the proceedings of Thurs
day, September 21, 1972, be dispensed 
with. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Foreign Relations, the Subcommittee 
on Parks and Recreation of the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs, the 
Committee on Finance, and the Commit
tee on Labor and Public Welfare may be 
authorized to meet during the session of 
the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate go 
into executive session to consider nomi
nations on the Executive Calendar. 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to the consideration of execu
tive business. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The nominations on the Executive 
Calendar will be stated. 

U.S. ARMY 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read sundry nominations in 
the U.S. Army. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. NAVY 
The second assistant legislative clerk 

read the nomination of Vice Adm. Wal
ter L. Curtis, Jr., to be vice admiral. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nomination 
is considered and confirmed. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read sundry nominations 
in the U.S. Marine Corps. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the nominations 
be considered en bloc. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to read sundry nominations 
in the Air Force, in the Army, in the 
Navy, and in the Marine Corps, which 
had been placed on the Secretary's desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- . 
pore. Without objection, the nominations 
are considered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the President be 
immediately notified of the confirmation 
of these nominations. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

move that the Senate resume the con
sideration of legislative business. 

The motion was agreed to, and the 
Senate resumed the consideration of 
legislative business. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair recognizes the distin
guished Senator from Pennsylvania 
(Mr. SCOTT) . 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I yield 
back my time. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time, in accordance with 
the previous order, the Chair recognizes 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
(Mr. CHILES) for 15 minutes. 

GOVERNMENT IN THE SUNSHINE 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, in 1967, 
when I was a member of the Florida 
State Legislature, we passed what is re
ferred to as the "Government in the Sun
shine Law." I think it has done as much 
or more than anything else to improve 
government in Florida. The law is brief 
and simple, saying that all meetings of 
government agencies must be in the 
open. 

On August 4, I introduced a bill, S. 
3881, which would establish this same 
kind of sunshine law on the Federal level. 
The response to this measure has been 
encouraging. Seven Senators have joined 
with me in cosponsoring the measure: 
Senators PROXMIRE, STAFFORD, HART, 
TuNNEY, PACKWOOD, GRAVEL, and HARRIS. 

John W. Gardner, chairman of Com
mon Cause, sent me a letter giving his 
strong encouragement and calling S. 3881 
"undoubtedly one of the most significant 
and far-reaching proposals to be placed 
before the Congress in years." 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have Mr. Gardner's letter printed 
in the· RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
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was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

COMMON CAUSE, 
Washington, D .C., August 25, 1972. 

Hon. LAWTON CHILES, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHILES: Common Cause 
congratulates you for your introduction of 
legislation that would open most secret 
meetings in the Legislative and Executive 
Branches of the national government. We 
have strongly supported and advocated this 
concept since our earliest days and a.re 
greatly pleased with the farsighted leader
ship you have provided on this fundamental 
issue. As you may be a.ware, Common Ca.use 
was successful in having the 1972 Democratic 
platform call for the enactment of precisely 
the kind of leglslatdon you have introduced. 

s. 3881 ls undoubtedly one of the most 
significant and fa.rrea.ching proposals to be 
placed before the Congress in yea.rs. The bill 
offers a whole new vista. to the citizenry. It 
will increase public knowledge about gov
ernment and encourage greatly increased 
citizen pa.rtlclpatdon in their governing in
stitutions. Both the Congress and the Ex
ecutive Branch, in doing their business more 
openly, will become far more responsive to 
the public will. This fundamental change in 
our governmental processes would go a. long 
way towards arresting the declining confi
dence of the people in their elected repre
sentatives. 

We will be ha.ppy to provide you every pos
sible assistance in seeking passage of the 
legislation, including obtaining co-sponSO!'S 
in the House and Senate, pressing for prompt 
hearings and working to spotlight the legis
lation nationally for press and civic atten
tion. We presently enjoy an excellent work
ing relationship with Mr. George Patten of 
your staff, and will be in touch with him 
shortly. 

You are to be commended for your con
siderable sensitivity to the concerns of the 
public and the urgent need to revitalize and 
reform the government. 

Sincerely, 
JOHN W. GARDNER. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, in Com
mon Cause's Manual for the 1972 con
gressional elections entitled "Operation 
Open Up the System," my sunshine bill 
is referred to in the following way: 

For the first time the public has an ade
quate, comprehensive piece of legislation 
dealing with the open meetings question .... 
(pp. 11-12) 

I have also received a letter from Dick 
Fogel, the chairman of the Sigma Delta 
Chi freedom of information committee. 
Sigma Delta Chi is the professional jour
nalistic society. Mr. Fogel has also of
fered his support for the bill. 

I ask unanimous consent to have his 
letter printer in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

SIGMA DELTA CHI, 
August 29, 1972. 

Senator LAWTON CHU.Es, 
U.S. Senate, 
Committee on Government Operations, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR CHILES: I was delighted to 
get your letter describing your efforts to have 
a federal open meeting law adopted. 

You may be sure I am anxious to help in 
any way I might a.nd hope you will call on 
me. 

My files contain a large amount of refer
ence material on the development and adop
tion of California statutes on the subject, 
the primary one being the Brown Act. In-

eluded a.re papers acquired during my years 
as Cha.irma.n of the California Freedom of In
formation Committee and member of the Ad
visory Council to the State Information Pol
ley Committee of the California. Legislature. 
I also have a. file on my testimony in support 
of the Ketchum Bill which was designed to 
apply open meeting provisions to the Cali
fornia Legislature. 

If any of this would be of use to you please 
let me know. 

On behalf of our society I commend you for 
your efforts and wish you success. 

Yours sincerely, 
DICK FOGEL, 

Chairman, Sigma Delta Chi 
Freedom of Information Committee. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, numerous 
editorials have been published in news
papers throughout Florida, most of 
which have given wholehearted sup
port to the idea of extending to the Fed
eral level the sunshine law that Florida 
enacted several years ago. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
these editorials printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorials 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Miami News] 
LAWTON CHILES AND GOVERNMENT-IN-THE

SUN 
(By Jask Kassewitz) 

When the U.S. Senate spent the first week 
of May in secret debate over classified Viet
nam data, freshman Sen. Lawton Chiles, for 

.one , took a dim view of the closed goings
on. 

"I do not think the public ls going to 
stand by and allow its business to take place 
behind closed doors, if, when that business 
should be open, it ls kept closed," said the 
Florida Senator, who has already shown 
persuasive talent for a tough job in his first 
20 months of service in Washington. 

Last week Chiles introduced legislation, 
patterned after a Florida statute, that would 
outlaw secret meetings within the congres
sional and executive branches of govern
ment. His only exceptions would be with mat 
ters relating to national security and defense, 
disciplinary proceedings that might adverse
ly affect an individual's reputation and 
meetings related to a government agency's 
internal management. 

Chiles, concerned with the amount of pub
lic business transacted behind closed doors 
in Washington, admittedly faces a. tough 
road. "One senator told me the other day 
that he had heard about my bill, and he 
thought that some check ought to be placed 
on the executive branch," Chiles said in a. 
telephone conversation yesterday. "But when 
I told him the bill would also apply to both 
houses of Congress he backed off pretty fast. 

"I am in the process of mailing copies of 
the bill to my colleagues and inviting co
sponsorship . So far, two Democrats and two 
Republicans have responded favorably and 
this is most encouraging. Sena.tors Proxmire 
(D.-Wis.), Ha.rt, (D.-Mich.), Packwood, (R.
Oreg.) and Stafford (R.-Vt.) have said they 
wlll join with me. 

"Sen. Abra.ham Ribicoff (D-Conn.), chair
man of the subcommittee on' government 
reorganization, also ls interested and he's 
promised to hold hearings nex,t year. It's too 
late for 1972. We're recessing for two weeks 
for the Republican convention and Labor 
Day, and then hope to adjourn the annual 
session by Oct. 1. 

"My greatest problem will be to get the 
blll to the Senate floor. That's what happened 
when we first tried to pass the Sunshine Law 
in Florida. No one wanted to vote against 
it but no one was in a. hurry to let the bill 
on'to the floor, either." 

Sena.tor Chiles takes exception to a. report 

in another newspaper that he opposed the 
Florida law. "I've always supported it," he 
said, "although yea.rs ago when we first 
started talking a.bout it I had some reserva
tions. I voted for the provision in the new 
state Constitution which allows the Senate 
to meet in secret only to discuss removal 
of someone from public office. Interestingly 
enough, the state senate hasn't used that 
provision since the new Constitution went 
in'to effect." (The Florida. law has proven 
highly successful in opening state govern
ment doors to public exposure.) 

The Sena.tor quickly discovered that secret 
meetings involve horse-trading on the pa.rt 
of many Congressmen. While 37 per cent 
of all committee meetings in 1971 were held 
in executive sessions, 97 per cent of all 
meetings dealing with the final form of 
legislation were secret. Chiles also learned 
that the a.rt of compromise is a. vital part 
of politics: "When it comes time to 'mark 
up' a. bill, quite often a Senator or Repre
sentative isn't anxious to let the public 
know how he voted on a variety of amend
ments tha t involve compromise." 

The Con'gressional Quarterly, which helps 
newspapermen keep an eye on what ls 
going on in Washington, reflects that com
mittees on which Chiles serves are not com
pletely a.verse to private meetings. The Agri
culture and Forestry comm:ttee, for example, 
met 58 times in 1971 with 19, or 33 per cent, 
closed. The Government Operations com
mittee met 93 times, only nine of which 
were in secret, while the Joint Congres
sional Operations Committee met three of 
nine times in executive session·. 

It may be that the Senator's desire to have 
government in the sunshine already is hav
ing its effect. If he can persuade the entire 
Congress to his position, he 'll deserve a medal 
of sorts. 

[From the Tampa. Tribune, 'Aug. 7, 1972) 
MAKE PuBLIC A PARTNER 

Florida and several other states have prof
ited greatly from Government-in-the-Sun
shine laws. It follows that the Federal Gov
ernment would too. 

Florida. Sena.tor Lawton Chiles has intro
duced a blll to abolish secret meetings in 
Congress and the executive branch of govern
ment. ms bill would exempt discussion of 
riationa.l security and those matters speci
fied by law as confidential. Internal agency 
business and personnel disciplinary proceed
ings so would be excluded. 

Sena.tor Chiles' proposal to force public 
business in Washington into the open faces 
rough going. Traditionally, officials conte~.d 
that government will be hampered if the 
public knows too much. 

The opposite ls true in Florida's experience 
with its Sunshine Law. Florida citizens are 
better informed than ever before at all levels 
of public business. Elected groups such as 
School Boards or County Commissions a.re 
restrained from making secret decisions be
fore official meetings, then rubberstamplng 
them in public. We know of no one person or 
a.dmlnistra.tive act which has been hurt by 
public disclosure. 

Secret dealings with officials and contrac
tors and suppliers have been greatly reduced. 
Just la.st week a. Circuit Court judge in 
Charlotte County held a contra.ct with a 
property reappraisal firm was invalid because 
negotiations were conducted in private by the 
County Commission. 

There have been half-hearted attempts in 
Washington to open the doors slightly in 
Congressional committee rooms and there has 
been a little declassification of bureaucratic 
documents on the executive side. 

But the public still distrusts Big Govern
ment. It is suspicious, and rightly so, of 
behind-the-scenes activities which leave un
disclosed the real reasons for legislation or 
executive decisions. 

By passing Sena.tor Chiles' bill, Congress 
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can heed the public's demands that it be
come more of a working partner in govern
ment. 

[From the Palm Beach (Fla.) Post, 
Aug. 29, 1972] 

SUNSHINE FOR WASHINGTON 

Most freshmen congressmen who come to 
Washington take little notice of the com
mittee room doors that swing closed so often 
when the public's business is being trans
acted. That's the way their state govern
ments operated and the off-the-floor secrecy 
only seems natural. 

But Sen. Lawton Chiles (D-Fla.) has 
watched Congress conduct from a refresh
ingly different viewpoint. He came to the 
Capitol following three years in the Florida 
Senate under the state's government-in-the
sunshine law. The contrast made such an 
impression on Sen. Chiles that he recently 
introduced a federal version of the progres
sive Florida. law. 

"Since I came to the U.S. Senate," he told 
his colleagues in introducing the bill, "I 
have become very disturbed by the great 
amount of public business I have found be
ing conducted behind closed doors and by 
the attitude of secrecy I've seen in our fed
eral agencies. I'm not surprised that people 
are suspicious of our motives and are losing 
confidence in their government when they 
are shut out of the decisionmaking process." 

The floor debates and votes that the pub
lic is allowed to witness are rarely as im
portant as the action inside the committee 
rooms. It is here that the fate of bills is ini
tially decided and most changes in legislation 
are made. Yet, incredibly, 97 per cent of the 
Senate committee meetings where critical 
votes were taken on bllls in 1971 were closed 
to the public and press. More than one-third 
of all congressional committee meetings 
were held in secret last year. 

Sen. Chiles' government-in-the-sunshine 
blll would require all government agencies, 
including Congress and regulatory commis
sions, to open nearly all of their meetings to 
public scrutiny. Advance notice and tran
scripts of these meetings also would be man
dated. The only closed-door sessions would be 
those dealing with national security, rou
tine internal management and personnel 
disciplinary proceedings. But even these un
derstandable exceptions would have to be 
closely watched for abuses. 

Congress has no one but itself to blame for 
the tarnished public image brought on by 
powerful committee members wheeling and 
dealing in secret. It simply is twisted democ
racy when senators and representatives do 
not air their debates and votes on public 
matters in full view of the public. 

Florida's experience with open meetings 
has been a healthy one and the lawmaking 
process has not been hindered. That would 
hold true for Congress. 

The credib111ty loss of the executive branch 
in recent years has made trust one of the 
big issues of the 1972 campaign and un
doubtedly for many campaigns to come. Un
less Congress reforms its secretive ways it is 
\tkely that many congressional candidates 
will find themselves in the same credib111ty 
gap. Sen. Chiles' federal sunshine b111 offers 
a means of restoring public confidence and 
it ought to be adopted as quickly as possible. 

[From the Miami Herald, Aug. 6, 1972] 
A NATIONAL SUNSHINE LAW COULD 

REVIVE CREDIBil.ITY 

Nothing in the statutes, we are convinced, 
ha.s made a greater contribution to good gov
ernment in modern Florida than the state's 
pioneering Sunshine Law. 

Nothing more could improve the quality 
and revive the credib111ty of federal govern
ment, we are equally convinced, than a na
tional Sunshine Law as proposed by Lawton 

Chiles, Florida's walking senator, who helped 
to pass the Florida statute when he was a 
state legislator. 

Sen. Chiles has introduced a federal ver
sion of the Sunshine Law in the 92nd Con
gress. It would eliminate most secret meetings 
in th~ legislative and executive branches of 
government, particularly those in the close
mouthed regulatory agencies which wield 
such power over individuals and businesses. 

Florida's law, which applies to government 
even down to the level of the village council, 
ha.s brought the people's business out into 
the light with remorseless prosecution of 
those who have disobeyed it. Secret wheel
ing and dealing is largely a thing of the pa.st. 
Sunshine, we suggest, is the quantity which 
ha.s helped to identify the State Legislature 
a.s among the top four in the nation. 

Every old ink-stained Washington hand 
knows that gathering information for public 
consumption is an ordeal. Arrogance ha.s 
grown with the federal bureaucracy. On the 
legislative side, as Sen. Chiles points out, 36 
per cent of all congressional committee meet
ings are closed to the public. It is commit
tee, of course, that Congress really legislates. 

It took half a dozen years of pushing and 
hauling to get the Sunshine Law adopted 
in Tallahassee. Even its opponents (and Sen. 
Chiles once wa.s one of them) defend it today 
as a necessary good rather than a political 
evil. 

The first principle of a free society is the 
"consent of the governed." That consent can
not be obtained in star chambers or the dark 
cabinets of the political connivers. The breath 
of freedom is in the fresh air. 

As distinct from state affairs, there are 
areas of federal responsibility which require 
some confidentiality, although not as much 
as is often exercised not just to protect state 
secre""s but rather to protect bureaucratic 
error. 

Eve~ within these limitations a federal 
anti-secrecy law which opens up the people's 
right to know about their government could 
become the most vital of all modern govern
mental reforms. 

We wish Sen. Chlles well. He ls already 
booted. Now for the spurs. 

[From the Tallahassee Democrat, 
Aug. 23, 1972] 

MORE SUNSHINE NEEDED ON GOVERNMENT 
ACTIVITY 

U.S. Rep. Dante Fa.seen of Miami has 
joined Sen. Lawton Chiles in his effort to 
bring more "sunshine" into activities of the 
federal government. Fa.seen takes the posi
tion the American people have a right to 
know what their goU'ernment is doing. 

There is no question about that, but both 
Congress and the executive bm.nch have 
been reluctant in the past to take the 
public into their confidence. The kind of leg
islation proposed by Chiles and Fascell is 
much needed. 

The government in the sunshine blll 
which Fascell has introduced in the House 
is identical to the one previously filed by 
Chiles in the Senate. It requires that, ex
cept in certain instances, all meetings of 
a.ny federal agency at which a.ny official 
action is considered or discussed shall be 
open to the public. 

The exceptions apply to matters affect
ing national security, internal management 
of an agency, discussions which might re
flect adversely on the character or reputa
tion of an individual, and things which are 
required by law to be kept confidential. 

The bills require that all meetings of 
oongressional committees be open to the 
public, that public notice of meetings be 
given and that a transcript of all meetings 
be made available to the public. Cabinet 
level departments as well as regulatory 
agencies and commissions would be re
quired to comply. 

Since he came to the Senate last year, 
Chiles says he has become disturbed by the 
great amount of public business conducted 
behind closed doors and by the attitude of 
secrecy in federal agencies. "I'm not sur
prised that people are suspicious of our 
motives and are losing confidence in their 
government when they are shut out of the 
decision-making process," he says. 

Chiles recalls that he functioned under 
the Florida sunshine law for three years, as 
a member of the State Senate, and as a 
result, he says he is totally convinced the 
lawmaking process was not inhibited or 
damaged. 

We agree with him that closed doors are 
not necessary to the sound resolution of 
conflicting views. Florida government and 
cl tizens have benefttted from the law and 
a national law should be of great ben~fit to 
the nation. 

The stated aim of the federal sunshine 
act is to regain public confidence and 
strengthen the democratic process itself by 
letting the sunlight in. 

The essential point, however, is that the 
American people have a right to know what 
their government is doing. And as long as 
the doors sta.y closed, there isn't much 
chance of exercising that right. 

[From the Jacksonville (Fla.) Times-Union, 
Aug. 6, 1972] 

A "SUNSHINE LAW" FOR THE NATION 

For years congressmen have railed against 
government secrecy, while conducting secret 
meetings themselves on matters which had 
no bearing on national security. 

They have zeroed in on secrecy in the ex
ecutive branch of government. And the 
source of the outcry has been predictable. 

If the Democrats were in the White House, 
the cry against secrecy came primarlly from 
Republicans. If the Republicans were in the 
White House, the outcry has been primarily 
from Democrats. 

Yet during all of this time, Congress has 
had the power to do something about se
crecy-both in the Congress and in the execu
tive branch. 

In fact, only the Congress can do some
thing which will stand over a period of years. 
The executive can promulgate rules for the 
various executive agencies and bureaus but 
these can be wiped out by a change in the 
White House. 

It has been, therefore, passing strange in 
an election year to hear the Democrats at 
their convention in Miami pledge to do away 
with unnecessary secrecy in government 
when they have had overwhelming major
ities in both houses of Congress for the past 
14 years and have failed to take the actions 
they now say are needed. 

In fact so great was the Democratic ma
jority· at one time tha.t a party wheelhorse 
once pokingly suggested on the Senate floor 
that a Republican be put in the Smithsonian 
Institution so future generations could see 
what one looked like. 

Florida Sen. Lawton Chlles has introduced 
a "government in the sunshine" law for the 
federal government similar to that passed, 
several yea.rs ago, for state government in 
Florida. 

This development 1s a commendable a.nd 
refreshing change from the approach taken 
by others, which was merely sound without 
action. 

We agree with Chiles that the Legislative 
Reform Act of 1970--designed to open the 
closed doors of congressional committees
has fa.Ued to do so. 

His assessment is backed up by reports 
tha.t the number of closed or executive ses
sions is as great as lt wa.s before passage 
of the law. 

The practices of federal government se
crecy have developed over many, many years 
and a.re now so imbedded in the federal 
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bureaucracy and in Congress that it wlll 
take a strong measure to change what has 
become an official way of life. 

However, it can be done and it should be 
done. 
f And the entire governmental process 
should be the better for it, despite all the 
arguments that it will suffer. 

If the public is privy to the pro and con 
discussions which precede government de
cisions, it is much more likely to accept 
these decisions as being the right ones. 

When they are merely served up without 
prior public discussion, then they a.re more 
likely to be suspect. 

There are some major difficulties in fash
ioning a federal law as opposed to a state 
law because the federal government, and the 
federal government alone, is engaged in na
tional security matters, and in delicate ne
gotiations with foreign governments. 

However these difficulties are not insur
mountable. Sensible exceptions can be made 
in such a measure, with common sense act
ing as a guide. 

While the senators are about this task, 
they might include penalties for breaches 
of secrecy in those cases in which they 
believe secrecy to be essential to the na
tional interest. 

A measure such as that proposed by Chiles 
is long past due. Congress should give it 
priority attention. 

[From the Stuart (Fla.) News, Sept. 7, 1972] 
(LAWTON CHILES PRAISED FOR "SUNSHINE'' 

ATI'EMPT 

We commend U.S. Senator Lawton Chiles 
for introducing a Federal "Government in 
the Sunshine Act" to make the Congress do 
business out in the open, except on matters 
that might jeopardize national security. The 
closed-door policy in Congress is contrary 
to the spirit of our Constitution and the 
intent of its framers. The public business 
should be conducted in public. 

[From the Daytona. Beach Journal, Aug. 23, 
1972] 

FLORIDA LAWMAKERS SEEK FEDERAL LEvEL 
"SUNSHINE" 

If two Florida members of Congress have 
their way, the national lawmaking body will 
have to reform itself as the Florida Legisla
ture did a few years ago. 

The House and the Senate would have to 
conduct their business before the eyes of the 
public, instead of in the recesses of closed 
committee rooms. 

Earlier this month, Sen. Lawton Chiles in
troduced a Federal Government in the Sun
shine Act. Last week, his move was cham
pioned in the House as Rep. Dante Fa.seen 
of Miami introduced a companion blll there. 

Sen. Chiles is a good candidate for moving 
toward such a reform. He had three yea.rs 
in the Florida Senate under our Govern
ment in the Sunshine law. He said he be
came "totally convinced the lawmaking 
process was not inhibited or damaged. Closed 
doors are not necessary to sound resolution 
of conflicting views. Florida government and 
citizens have benefited grea.tly from the 
law." 

He left that open way of governing to go 
to Washington and become a part again of 
government in secrecy as it had been prac
ticed so widely in the Florida Legisla.tuxe 
prior to the Sunshine la.w. 

Chiles was appalled when he read a. Con
gressional Quarterly report that showed that 
in 1971 36 percent of a.ll congressional com
mittee meetings were closed; that 97 percent 
of the Senate committee meetings specifically 
designated as business sessions-where the 
critical a.ctlon and votes on bills were made-
were closed to the public and press. 

"Even 1f no hanky panky ls going on, the 
cloak of secrecy heavily implies its possi-
bllity," he said. 

But there's more than a possibility. Behind 
the closed doors of the House Rules Com
mittee this Summer, Chairman William Col
mer of Mississippi threatened to hold up 
other vital legislation if the committee did 
not issue the antibusing legislation this seg
regationist wanted passed. This was reported 
by two prying reporters who managed to get 
an inside track through members who op
posed Colmer's methods. 

But letting the public in on what is going 
on in. this manner simply is not good enough. 
"Leaks" can't always be reliable. They are 
not a substitute for an on the spot newsman. 

Says Chiles: "We must open the doors-
and windows--a.nd let the disinfecting sun
light in. We can but gain-better lawmak
ing, greater public confidence, strengthening 
of the democratic process itself. This is the 
aim of my Sunshine Act." 

That proposed a.ct would require all meet
ings of government agencies to be open to 
the public with the exception of matters re
lating to national security and defense, those 
now required by law to be kept confidential, 
strictly internal management problems and 
disciplinary proceedings which could affect 
adversely a.n individual's reputation. 

Congressional committee meetings also 
would be opened, with the same exceptions. 
Violations could take a committee or an 
agency into court, just as has been done with 
government bodies in Florida. 

Fascell concurs with Chiles' reasoning, and 
adds: "The American people have the right 
to know what their government is doing. It 
is no wonder that many of our citizens have 
lost confidence and trust in government, 
since so many of its official proceedings a.re 
held in secret." 

We wish these exemplary Florida. poli
ticians luck. It would provide quite an honor 
for this state if they succeed in imposing 
open government rules at the federal level 
where abuse is rampant. 

[From the Sebring (Fla.) News, Aug.17, 1972] 
SUNSHINE 

Claiming there is need to open doors and 
gain better lawmaking, better public con
fidence and a. strengthening of the demo
cratic process itself, Sen. Lawton Chiles has 
introduced a na.tional-government-in-the
sunshine-bill. 

The bill would virtually eliminate secret 
meetings in the Congress and the executive 
branch of the federal government. Exceptions 
would be in matters relating to national 
security and defense, matters required by 
other law to be kept confidential, meetings 
related solely to an agency's internal man
agement, and disciplinary proceedings which 
could adversely affect an individual's reputa
tion. 

Chiles said the legislation was adapted from 
Florida's government in the sunshine bill, 
which has been highly successful and bene
ficial to the public. 

We applaud the Senator for his action. :rt 
is time the people were told many things 
which have been hidden from them, either 
by secret meetings or classified material. Too 
often, we feel, the meetings served selfish 
interests with favors for the few, or the 
secrecy covered goofs or improper actions. 

[From the Port Lucie (Fla.) Mirror, Aug 24, 
1972] 

SUNSHINE IN WASHINGTON 

Efforts of Sen. Lawton Chiles to bring some 
Florida "sunshine" to Washington, D.C., de
serve the support of every member of Con
gress. 

Opening government to the public is so im
portant in these times of credibility confu
sion that the Congress should lead the way. 

A few states, led by Florida's now famous 
"Government in the Sunshine" law, have 
passed laws opening government to public 

inspection. The responsibility rightfully lies 
with Congress to make open government a 
national effort, required in every state. 

Elected officials have found that the "Gov
ernment in the Sunshine" law is easy to live 
with, once they got used to it. Some proce
dures had to be changed, but the officials 
who have the best interests of their employ
ers, the people, at heart have, in the main, 
supported the open meetings-records con
cept. 

Chiles has introduced a bill that would 
require all meetings of government agencies 
to be held open to the public, with the excep
tion of meetings related to national security 
and defense, matters specifically required by 
law to be confidential, agency internal man
agement, and disciplinary proceedings deal
ing with an individual's reputation. 

Also, the law would require agencies to 
adopt procedures for advance notice of meet
ings, Congressional committee meetings 
would be opened, transcripts of meetings 
would be made available, and gives the right 
to the public to sue for court enforcement 
of the law. 

Chiles has experience with the "sunshine" 
demands. He stated, "I functioned under 
Florida's Sunshine law for three years in the 
Florida Senate and am totally convinced the 
lawmaking process was not inhibited or dam
aged. 

"Closed doors are not necessary to sound 
resolution of conflicting views," he added. 

It would be a bright day if the Cor..gress 
passed Chiles' bill, a very bright day for 
America.. 

[From the Brooksville (Fla.) Sun-Journal, 
Aug. 22, 1972] 

SUNSHINE AND MR. CHILES 

Florida's leading the way toward opening 
closed doors in Washington and letting the 
sun shine in. 

We were most pleased that our favorite 
United States senator, Lawton Chiles of Lake
land, took the cue from his service ln the 
Florida senate and introduced a federal 
"government in the sunshine" bill which 
would virtually eliminate secret meetings in 
congress and the executive branch. 

Sena.tor Chiles has long been a champion 
of open government, holding to the theory 
that the public's business should be public 
business. 

In Florida he helped enact the model "sun
shine" law which has opened countless meet
ings of city and county commissions, school 
boards, and hundreds of other public bodies 
to the people these agencies serve. 

Senator Chiles knows the Florida "sun
shine" law makes for better government, 
more responsible and more responsive gov
ernment. He knows it works-and his splen
did aim is to make it work on the national 
government, where secrecy is a way of life. 

A companion bill has been introduced in 
the House of Representatives by Congress
man Dante Fa.seen (D-Mia.mi). We hope that 
our district's congressman, Rep. Bill Chap
pell (D-Ocala.) will support it. 

But, of even more importance, is the swift 
support Sena.tor Chiles found for his meas
ure from both Democratic candidates for 
congressman from our new district. 

Both candidates for the nomination, State 
Sen. Bill Gunter of Orlando and Miller New
ton of Pasco county, have endorsed the 
Chiles measure and promised their support 
of federal "sunshine," if elected. 

Perhaps similar statements will be forth
coming soon from the Republican candidates 
for the office. 

"Since I ca.me to the U.S. senate la.st year," 
Mr. Chiles said, "I have become very dis
turbed by the great amount of public busi
ness I have found being conducted behind 
closed doors and by the attitude o! secrecy 
I've seen in our federal agencies. 
-"I'm not surprised that people are sua-
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picious of our motives and are losing confi
dence in their government when they are 
shut out of the decision-making process." 

We're proud of Senator Chiles and his ef
forts. we commend him for standing for 
right. And we urge him to push with all the 
vigor at his commra.nd to the end that his 
fine program will be enacted. 

[From the Clewiston (Fla.) News, 
Aug. 24, 1972] 

SUNSHINE LAW FOR NATION, Too 
Claiming there is need to open doors and 

gain better lawmaking, better public con
fidence and a. strengthening of the demo
cratic process itself, Sen. Lawton Chiles has 
introduced a national-government-in-the
sunshine-bill. 

The bill would virtually eliminate secret 
meetings in the Congress and the executive 
branch of the federal government. Excep
tions would be in matters relating to na
tional security and defense, matters required 
by other law to be kept confidential, meet
ings related solely to an agency's internal 
management, and disciplinary proceedings 
which could adversely affect an individual's 
reputation. 

Chiles said the legislation was adapted 
from Florida's government in tJhe sunshine 
bill, which has been highly successful and 
beneficial to the public. 

We applaud the Senator for his action. It 
is time the people were told many things 
which have been hidden from them, either by 
secret meetings or classified material. Too 
often, we feel, the meetings served selfish 
interests wiith favors for the few, or the se
crecy covered goofs or improper actions. 

[From the Lakeland (Fla.) Ledger, 
Aug. 14, 1972] 

"SUNSHINE" IN HIGH PLACES 
Much of the remainder of this page today 

is devoted to a statement made by U.S. Sen. 
Lawton Chiles on the floor of the Senate as 
he introduced a proposed federal "Govern
ment in the Sunshine" law. 

Senator Chiles makes an eloquent and con
vincing argument in favor of the right of a 
free people to know what their government 
is doing, and how. 

The Senator's bill, patterned after the 
Florida law, provides for open meetings of all 
federal governmental agencies and bodies at 
which official action is considered, discussed 
or taken, except for actions or discussions 
relating to national defense and security or 
where secrecy is required by law. 

Quick passage of the Chiles bill is hardly 
likely, desirable as it is for the public in
terest. 

As the Sena.tor notes in his statement, 
secrecy has become a byword in government, 
at all levels, a.nd we cannot foresee wide sup
port for "sunshine" among the officeholders 
and the bureaucratic agencies of govern
ment. 

Still, we commend Senator Chiles for in
troducing the measure a.nd are confident he 
wlll push hard for its ultimate adoption. 

Actually, if all our elected and appointive 
officials cared as much for the people they 
serve as Senator Chiles there would be no 
need for his blll. 

[From t.he Fort Myers News-Press, Aug 17, 
1972) 

OPEN THOSE DARK WASHINGTON DOORS 
During the past decade roughly four out 

of every 10 Congressional committee sessions 
were held behind closed Washington doors. 

The example of elected members of the 
Senate and House conducting "public" busi
ness where the public is not allowed is a 
ba.d example to set for hired bureaucrats 
setting their own rules for withholding in
formation. Many citizens are frustrated in 

dealings with the federal office maze. There 
is a sense of a lack of communication be
tween many voters and the officials they 
have empowered through the ballot. Now is 
a good time to think about opening some of 
those sea.led federal portals. 

Sen. Lawton Chiles, D-Fla., is trying to get 
a. little "sunshine" into the federal decision 
ma.king process. Last week he introduced a 
campaign to pass a. federal open meeting law 
based on this state's "government in the 
sunshine law," requiring public bodies in 
Florida. to openly conduct both their busi
ness a.nd the preliminary meetings where 
thought patterns are developed. 

The idea. that our Congress needs "sun
shine" comes as a surprise to many people 
who, like the emperor worshippers of the 
Roman Empire, feel national political office 
holders have risen above mere mortality to 
the Olympian heights of divinities. 

Whether classified as divine or not, the 
federal decision making process should be 
open to the public, at least where sensitive 
national security matters are not being dis
cussed. 

Most states have some type of law allow
ing public inspection of official documents, 
just as there is a federal freedom of infor
mation law regarding the classification of 
certain documents. About 40 states require 
at least some public policy-setting meetings 
to be open to the public. The state attorney 
general's rulings on the Florida law apply it 
to many informal meetings between elected 
officials where they might discuss public 
policy and form opinions which would be 
reflected later in official meetings. 

The U.S. House of Representatives permit
ted newsmen to attend its meetings two 
days after organizing in 1789. The Senate got 
around to a similar policy six years later. 
Congressional publication of its official pro
ceedings came in 1834. Yet during the 1960s 
approximately 40 per cent of committee ses
sions, where facts were learned and minds 
were set, still were not open to the public. 
Nor are they now. 

Chiles said his proposed federal law would 
require regulatory bodies, such as the Inter
state Commerce Commission and Civil Aero
nautics Board which control freight and pas
senger rates, to hold open meetings. 

The military and the courts would be ex
empt, as would disciplinary dealings with an 
employee's character. 

It should be great fun to watch the prog
ress of Chiles' proposal-if it is not killed 
in some closed door session. 

[From the Ocala (Fla.) Star-Banner, 
Aug. 10, 1972] 

A FEDERAL SUNSHINE LAW 
Wholehearted support from every member 

of Florida's congressional delegation should 
be forthcoming now that Sen. Lawton Chiles 
has introduced a federal government in the 
sunshine bill that would virtually eliminate 
secret meetings in the Congress and the 
executive branch of the federal government. 

Since Florida was among the pioneer states 
in establishing a law requiring public offi
cials to conduct the public's business in the 
open, it is only appropriate for this state's 
lawmakers in Washington to support Chiles' 
legislation. 

As we have noted numerous times in recent 
yea.rs, Florida's government in the sunshine 
law is one of the finest pieces of legislation 
ever turned out by the legislature. 

It not only has brought government out 
into the open from behind closed doors and 
pulled shades, it has forced public officials 
to be more on the alert and cognizant of the 
issues before them. 

It is true there are instances when the 
Florida law is being violated or circumvented. 
But the fact still remains, the law has elim
inated much of the secret wheeling and 
dealing of the past. 

Congress sorely needs to do something to 
improve its image with the citizenry. Its 
credlblllty, as wen as that of the executive 
branch, definitely should be upgraded. 

By curtalUng secrecy, by making decisions 
in the open, the lawmakers could take a giant 
step toward eliminating suspicion and dis
trust. 

It ls essential for the public to believe in 
the government and to have faith in those 
who make the decisions that affect the lives 
of all of us. 

This faith and confidence is hard to come 
by when 36 per cent of all congressional com
mittee meetings over the course of a year a.re 
closed. 

The cloak of secrecy pulled over any func
tion heavily implies that something is going 
on that is not in the best interest of the pub
lic. Discussion about national security, of 
course, is the exception. 

Sen. Chiles deserves the applause of citi
zens all over this land. It is indeed refresh
ing to see a member of Congress recognize 
the impropriety of conducting the public's 
ousiness behind closed doors. It is equally 
pleasing to see Sen. Chiles introduce his 
legislation. 

The task ahead of him is not going to be 
easy, by any means. 

But then it took a long time, far too long. 
to get the sunshine bill through the Florida 
legislature. Hopefully, with the full support 
of his colleagues from Florida, and with mem
bers from both Houses it will not take as 
long to secure approval of the House and 
Senate. 

[From the Jacksonville Journal, Aug. 9, 1972] 
FAINT RAYS OF SUNSHINE 

There seems to be some hope that the 
long-criticized habit of federal bureaucrats 
to label official documents needlessly with 
"top secret," "secret" and "confidential" 
stamps is being brought under some sort of 
control. 

But, even if those rubber stamps are 
stopped in midair, we'd still have adminis
trative agencies taking official action be
hind doors closed to the public and we'd 
still have congressional committees holding 
secret sessions. 

It is in these latter two areas that Sen. 
Lawton Chiles of Florida. has taken action, 
and we wish him success as he tries to get a 
federal "government in the sunshine law" 
enacted similar to the law that is already 
on the books in Florida.. 

The celebrated case of the Pentagon Pa
pers alerted the American public to the vast 
tonnage of public records that a.re hidden 
from public view by being classified as in
formation vital to national security. 

In the aftermath of the publication of the 
Pentagon Papers, various officials estimated 
that 20 million pieces of overclassified in
formation are lying unseen in government 
files. A congressional committee was told 
that probably one-half of one per cent of that 
information truly related to national se
curity and thus deserved to be stamped "se
cret." 

As a result of such testimony, the Nixon 
Administration set up the Classification Re· 
view Committee last year. And, last week, 
the committee reported that, in the past 
two months alone, 27,348 government em
ployes have lost the right to classify docu
ments as top secret, secret or confidential. 

But the classification committee can do 
nothing about closed-door actions by fed
eral administrative agencies or by congres
sional committees. It is on these problems 
that Senator Chiles has focused this atten
tion. 

"Since I came to the Senate last year,'' 
said Chiles, "I have become very disturbed 
by the great amount of public business I 
have found being conducted behind closed 



September 22, 19 72 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 31893 

doors and by the attitude of secrecy I've 
seen in our federal agencies." 

We hope he gets his law enacted. It should 
stop such shenanigans as closed-door con
gressional hearings into the degree to which 
astronauts have been involved commercially, 
if at all, during tax financed space missions. 
We fail to see any justification at all in mak
ing such hearings secret. 

(From the Pahokee (Fla.) Everglades 
Observer, Aug. 10, 1972] 

WE NEED MORE "SUNSHINE" 

U.S. Senator Lawton Chiles has intro
duced a Federal "Government in the Sun
shine" bill which would virtually eliminate 
secret meetings in the Congress and the 
executive branch of the federal government. 

Exceptions would be in matters relating to 
national security and defense, matters re
quired by other law to be kept confidential, 
meetings related solely to an agency's in
ternal management, and disciplinary pro
ceedings which could adversely affect an 
individual's reputation. 

Sen. Chiles said the legislation was 
adapted from Florida's government-in-the
sunshine bill which was approved in 1967 
when he was in the state senate. 

"Since I came to the U.S. Senate la.st year," 
he said today, "I have become very dis
turbed by the great amount of public busi
ness I have found being conducted behind 
closed doors and by the attitude of secrecy 
I've seen in our federal agencies. 

"I'm not surprised that people are sus
picious of our motives and are losing confi
dence in their government when they are 
shut out of the decision-making process." 

He added, "All of us know the feelings of 
alienation and frustration many people 
have toward government these days. As gov
ernment has grown, it seems to have gotten 
further away, out of the reach of people 
"It's not responsive enough; there's too little 
communication and understanding and 
trust." 

The Senator said he believes this public 
discontent is in part due to government 
secrecy, "in most cases, totally unnecessary 
secrecy." He concluded the need is now to 
open the doors and gain better lawmaking, 
greater public confidence and strengthening 
of the democratic process itself." 

We couldn't agree with Senator Chiles 
more. He is to be commended for coming up 
with the legislation on a. federal level that 
Florida has adopted state-wide. We need pro
tection from cloak-room politics at every 
level of government. 

(From the Clearwater (Fla.) Sun, Aug. 16, 
1972] 

A Goon BILL 
U.S. Sen. Lawton Chiles of Florida. is try

ing to remedy an evil in governmental op
erations that everybody has talked about 
for years, but no one does anything about. 

He has introduced a federal "Government 
in the Sunshine" bill which would virtually 
eliminate secret meetings in the Congress 
and the executive branch of the federal gov
ernment. 

Only exceptions would be in matters re
lating to national security and defense, mat
ters required by law to be confidential, meet
ings related so solely to internal manage
ment, and disciplinary proceedings. 

Chiles said he adapted the bill after 
Florida's government-in-the-sunshine law. 

It's a good idea; we hope it passes. 

[From the Orlando Sentinel, Aug. 11, 1972] 
GOVERNMENT SECRECY CRrrICIZED 

Editor: Re: Aug. 5 story about Sen. Law
ton Chiles, he is certainly advocating a law 
which could prevent the total bankruptcy 
of our nation. 

It seems certain that the vast majority of 
our nearly tax-defeated citizens in Florida, 
and throughout the nation, will applaud 
Sen. Chiles' effort to get passed a "federal 
government in the sunshine law," which, at 
lea.st, might prevent some of the backroom 
financial fiim-fia.mming of America's middle 
class taxpayers which should have been 
stopped a. century a.go. 

As Sen. Chiles said in that story, "I am 
not surprised that people are suspicious of 
our motives and a.re losing confidence in 
their government when they are shut out of 
the decision-making process." Also, he men
tioned the prime ca.use of our nation's prob
lems when he said, "Public discontent is due 
in part to government secrecy which, in most 
cases, is totally unnecessary." 

Too often the wishes of the majority are 
circumvented on behalf of partisan (or per
sonal) goals. Then such goals are cunningly 
disguised as public needs and Americans 
have more unnecessary taxes heaped upon 
them each year. 

BARRY CRIM. 

DELAND. 

[From the Sanford (Fla.) Herald, Aug. 7, 
1972] 

LAURELS FOR CHILES AND CRANSTON 

Public thanks is due two United States 
Senators who have introduced bills which 
can do much to assure continuance of the 
confidentiality right which a free press must 
have and to shed light on meetings of Federal 
authorities and congressional meetings. 

Senator Alan Cranston of California is the 
one whose bill consists of a single sentence: 
"A person connected with or employed by the 
news media or press cannot be required by a 
court, a legislature, or any administrative 
body to disclose before the Congress or any 
Federal court or agency any information pro
cured for publication or broadcast." 

The vigilance of the California Democrat is 
noteworthy. For he had detected the basic 
damage to a free press which could come 
from a Supreme Court ruling that the press 
does not inherently possess a confidentiality 
privilege as part of its first amendment 
rights. The bill, introduced on June 30, 
should be passed and with such a majority 
that the message could not be lost. 

Florida's own junior Senator, Lawton 
Chiles, is the legislator who has just intro
duced a "Government in the Sunshine Act" 
with which he "seeks to assure the openness 
of our governmental processes and to restore 
public confidence in those processes." 

Senator Chiles had gone to Washington 
after having experienced the benefits which 
the Florida government in sunshine law has 
bestowed on the people of our State. 

Once there he became "very disturbed by 
the great amount of public business being 
conducted behind closed doors and by the 
attitude of secrecy I've seen in our Federal 
Government agencies." 

A legislator of action, the Lakeland Demo
crat prepared the act which is now before the 
Senate and bolstered its presentation with 
a quotation from the famed Supreme Court 
Justice, Louis Brandeis, who wrote in 1913: 

"Publicity is justly commended as a rem
edy for social and industrial disease. Sunlight 
is said to be the best disinfectant and elec
tric light the most efficient policeman." 

What appears to be the motivation in both 
of these instances is the sincere desire of the 
Senators to do what can be done to ~top the 
continuing loss of public confidence in gov-

- ernment. 
This ls a dangerous situation. To remedy 

it by responsible journalism is the key 
treatment. Sena.tor Cranston makes such re
porting possible. 

To bring government processes--wherever 
possible-out of the shadows, the Chiles pre
scription, is to restore confidence. Each is im
portant. Together they a.re unbeatable! 

(From tne .rvaples (Fla.) Daily News, 
Aug. 8, 1972] 

MORE "SUNSHINE" EVERYWHERE 

Florida's Senator Lawton Chiles wants to 
eU.min.a,te virtually a.11 of the secret meetings 
now taking place in the congressional and 
executive comm.1ttees of the national gov
ernment. And he h8.s introduced a federal 
"government in the sunshine" bill which, if 
approved by the House a.nd Senate, would 
go a long way in removing what Chiles de
scribes as the "alienation and frustration 
many people have roward government." 

Chiles thinks government is not respon
sive to the citizenry it represents, fails to let 
the public in on the public's business, thus 
planting the seeds for suspicion and Lack of 
confidence. 

"Since I came to the U.S. Senate la.st year." 
Chiles says, "I have become very disturbed 
by the great amount of public business I 
have found being conducted behind closed 
doors and by the attitude of secrecy I've seen 
in our federal agencies . . . in most cases 
rota.lly unnecessary secrecy." ' 

The Florida senator, who helped pass this 
state's own sun.shine law, does not favor 
delivering the nation's military secrets to 
the enemy, wants no part of endangering na
tional security. But he obviously fears big
government control of public information 
more than he fears the occasional leak of 
security matter. 

Any erosion of the Florid.a sunshine law is 
being watched very carefully not only by 
elected officials like Senator Chiles but by 
the courts thexnselves which have been 
loath 1io make any exception to the require
me~t for open meetings. The original com
plamt against the Sunshine law (approved 
in 1967) was that the open-meeting require
ment would only drive state and local officials 
into secret pre-conference agreements which 
then would be formally ratified art; sub
sequent public meetings. 

But in a major Florida Supreme Court 
decision (1969) the justices ruled that such 
circumvention was contrary to the intent of 
the legislature, and that the open-door ruling 
applied to all meetings dealing with the pub
lic's business. Thus, the "entire decision
ma.king process" of government is subject to 
the Florida act, not just formal meetings or 
voting sessions. 

The Florida court's ruling in this case went 
to the heart of the matter: The public is not 
only entitled to know the final decision of 
the governmental body but it is entitled also 
to know the arguments pro and con that 
went into the arrival at the decision. 

The sunshine law, as it works in Florida 
may sometimes inconvenience governmentai 
bodies but one has only to look to neighbor
ing counties to discover that the law has 
teeth, that it is being applied by the courts 
as the legislature intended, and that breaches 
are not considered trivial matters. 

Severa.I other states have gone the "sun
shine" route and we believe that many more 
will follow. Senator Chiles is not alone in 
sensing that the American public wants to 
know more, not less, about what makes our 
government tick, and as time goes by the 
demand for open doors along all government 
corridors will be more and more insistent. It 
seems unnecessary even to plead the case. 

[From the Winter Haven (Fla.) News-Chief, 
Aug. 10, 1972] 

LET THE SUNSHINE IN 

Our own Senator Lawton Chiles has pro
posed a "Federal Government in the Sun
shine" law just as we have in our state. He 
feels, and rightly so, that the people of the 
nation are entitled to know a.bout the oper
ation of their government. He feels that en
tirely too many decisions are being made be
hind closed doors and that we would have a 
much better Federal go,.ernment if they were 
made out in the open. 
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Obviously, the only thing that must be 

done in secrecy 1s the handling of our na
tional security, and even there a great deal 
of it could be done before the public. We 
know for sure that there would be less doubt 
as to how the government operates and peo
ple would have more respect for the govern
ment if they knew from da.y to day just what 
1s going on. It's a great law a.nd should re
ceive the backing of the people of the nation. 

[From the Gainesville (Fla.) Sun, 
Aug. 13, 1972] 

A LITTLE DAB WILL Do 
Lawton Chiles, who got to ·the U.S. Senate 

by tromping the length of Florida on his 
feet, is now trying to unlock doors with his 
tongue. 

we refer not to a gymnastic feat, but 
oratory. And it will take a great deal of 
oratory to charm the doors of the federal 
government into opening for publlc inspec-
tion. d 

That is what Sena.tor Chiles wants to o. 
He has introduced a Government-in-the
Sunshine blll to open federal-level meetings 
to the public. Amongst the briefcase and 
satchel toters, this ranks second only to 
playing spin-the-bottle with an aged hyena. 

So that is why Senator Chiles has resorted 
to oratory, even to quoting former U.S. 
Justice Louis D. Brandeis: "Publicity 1s Just
ly commended as a remedy for social and in
dustrial disease. Sunlight is said to be the 
best disinfectant ~d electric light the most 
efficient policeman. 

The Chiles Sunshine Law requires Congress 
and federal agencies (excluding the courts 

d the military) to conduct meetings in 
an blic unless the matter ( 1) affects the na
ii~nal security, (2) relates to internal man
agement of the committee or agency, (3) 
reflects adversely on the reputa..tion of an 
individual, or (4) is already secret under 
other laws. Just any ordinary citizen can 
take a closed door compliment to the nearest 
federal district court--which makes enforce
ment easy. 

Senator Chiles says he got his idea for a 
federal Sunshine Law from the Florida Sun
shine Law enacted in 1967. He freely com
pares the two favorably. 

That is carrying things a bit too far, be
cause the Florida law is brief and tight as a 
drum with no exceptions to closed meetings-
although the Florida Supreme Court has waf
fled a bit and installed a few semantic shut-
ters. h th 

The Chiles federal-level bill, on t e o er 
hand, is loaded with such exceptions as "in.~ 
ternal management" and "national security .. 
and matter which "tend to refl.eot adversely -
on any individual. When the Senate Commit 
tee on Standards and Conduct probes a Sen~
tor caught with his hand in a lobbyist s 

ocket you can bet your kingdom that 
~eeting wm be closed because it will "tend 
to reflect adversely." Some senators will, go 
further and argue the "national security' is 
endangered. 

With a law riddled like that, who needs 
Swiss cheese? 

so the comparison between Florida law and 
the Chiles bill is not really cricket. But the 
federal government is so secretive that even 
Swiss cheese is an improvement. 

Last year in the Senate a.lone, 30 per cent 
of the committee meetings were behind 
closed doors. Senator Chiles is a member of 
the Joint Congressional Operations Commit
tee and the Agriculture Commlttee--both of 
which met 33 per cent in secret. 

In the U.S. House at the other end of the 
hall things are worse--with 41 per cent of 
the ' meetings secret. Our Second District 
Rep. Don Fuqua., for example, is a member of 
the Science and Astronautics Committee (24 
per cent secret) and Government Operations 
(22 per cent secret). 

The Chiles bill wm not ellmlna.te a great 
deal of that secrecy. But we are reminded of 

a Brylcreem television commercial of a decade 
ago, which proclaimed "a little dab will do 
ya." 

We will settle for that. 

(From the St. Petersburg (Fla.) Independent, 
Aug. 8, 1972] 

CHILES TRYING To PRY OPEN THE NATIONAL 
DoOR 

What the public doesn't know, it can't 
condemn or praise. 

That has been the working policy of the 
federal government. It emanates from the 
Congress, where elected, tax-paid officials 
hide to perform the public's business. 

Small wonder, therefore, that the bureauc
racy created by Congress and thus further 
removed from the public feels unobliged to 
allow public access to its policymaking meet
ings. 

First term U.S. Sen. Lawton Chiles of 
Florida may be a bit brash with his proposed 
federal version of a "government-in-the
sunshine" law. 

However, a little temerity may be wha..t an 
encrusted Congress and bureaucracy need to 
be awakened to the public's displeasure with 
government in secrecy. 

Chiles proposes open meetings for all con
gressional and bureaucratic sessions, except 
those dealing with na..tional security and de
fense, others expressly closed by law, internal 
management, and disciplinary problems of a 
federal agency. 

His exemptions may be too vague. 
But his broadside attempt to open the 

federal government to public inspection is 
the fl.rst crack of sunlighlt we've seen in Wash
ington in a long time. 

Chiles wisely quotes former Supreme Court 
Justice Louis D. Brandeis: 

"Publicity ts justly commended as a remedy 
for social and industrdal disease. Sunlight ls 
said to be the best disinfectant and electric 
light the most efficient policeman." 

An informed electorate is the only sure 
guarantee of an enlightened democratic 
society. 

But when that electorate's very own busi
ness is conducted in secret, the fiber of the 
republican democracy is shredded. 

Particularly appeallng about Chiles' pro
posal ls its expression that Congress would 
open its own doors and then properly assert 
its control over the bureaucracy by also open
ing to the public doors to the mass of regu
latory agencies that govern our lives-the 
Interstate Commerce Commission, Federal 
Trade Commission, Civil Aeronautics Board, 
Federal Communications Commission and 
scores of others. 

In many ways, Americans are more gov
erned by a series of initials-ICC, FCC, FTC, 
CAB, and perhaps one da.y a Department of 
ETC.-than by the officials they have elected. 

True to his campaign pledge, Chiles is seek
ing to bring government closer to the people. 

"Only with such openness can the public 
Judge and express, through its vote or voice, 
whether governmental decisions are Just and 
fair," he says. 

Floridians r,ght now should exact pledges 
of support for the Chiles measure from every 
person who seeks election to the Congress. 

We would expect members of the current 
Florida. congressional delegation to record 
their endorsement of federal government in 
the sunshine. 

We see few exceptions to the axiom that 
the public has a right of free access to the 
conduct of its own business. Sunshine laws 
have succeeded in Florida and at least five 
other states. It's time the principle was ap
plied by our national government. 

[From the Boca Raton News, Aug. 6, 1972] 
THANK You, SENATOR CHILES 

If Florida Senator Lawton Chiles has his 
way, sunglasses may soon become a necessity 
for our federal officials. 

Chiles has introduced a Federal Govern
ment in the Sunshine bill, which would vir
tually eliminate secret meetings in the Con
gress and the executive branch of the federal 
governme ... :..t. 

His proposed legislation is adapted from 
Florida's government-in-the-sunshine bill 
which was approved in 1967. 

The Florida senator probably will have 
major problems getting such legislation ap
proved by his colleagues. We wholeheartedly 
support the measure and we're hopeful our 
readers will express their support to their 
U.S. senators and representatives. 

Chiles' timing in introducing the bill is 
probably the best thing he has going, since 
our elected federal officials, who have always 
declared they believe in and support open 
government, will be forced to either support 
or reject the Sunshine Law proposal in an 
election year. 

The bill would provide exceptions in mat
ters relating to national security and defense, 
matters required by other law to be kept 
confidential, meetings related solely to an 
agency's internal management and discipli
nary proceedings which could adversely af
fect an individual's reputation. 

Those exemptions should give the bill 
enough flexibility to allow its adoption. 

Past proposals calling for "open govern
ment" have been shot down by our elected 
officials, who declare closed meetings are 
necessary, especially in the area of our na
tional security and defense. 

In introducing the legislation, Chiles said, 
"Since I came to the U.S. Senate last year, I 
have become very disturbed by the great 
amount of public business I have found 
being conducted behind closed doors and by 
the attitude of secrecy I've seen in our fed
eral agencies. 

"I'm not surprised that people are sus
picious of our motives and are losing con
fidence in their government when they are 
shut out of the decision-making process." 

Chiles' words probably will not be popular 
with his colleagues, but the majority of citi
zens in this country surely agree with him. 

People in this country today feel they are 
being ignored by the elected officials. That, 
we think, ls why the George Wallace presi
dential campaign was so successful. 

Chiles says government is not responsive 
enough. He charges there's too little com
munication, understanding and trust, and 
he believes a great share of the problem is 
due to government secrecy. "And," he said, 
"in most cases, it's totally unnecessary 
secrecy." 

The Sunshine Law has not given Floridians 
total trust in their elected officials, but it 
definitely has helped restore honesty to 
government. 

We think a federal Sunshine Law could 
have the same impact and we salute Sen. 
Chiles for introducing the bill. 

[From the Tampa Times, Aug. 5, 1972] 
SUNSHINE IN CONGRESS 

Sen. Lawton Chiles made political history 
a few years ago when he spurned a Cadillac
style campaign for the U.S. Senate seat and 
chose to walk the roads and residential 
streets of the state to carry his message to 
the people. 

The voters of the state responded by giv
ing Chiles a thundering majority. His suc
cess was so dramatic hundreds of politicians 
around the nation spent their campaign 
funds on hiking shoes instead of billboards 
and prime television time in an effort to fol
low in Chiles' footsteps. 

But now Florida's Junior senator has 
chosen a tougher task for himself-the task 
of letting a little fresh air and sunshine into 
the musty committee rooms of the United 
States Congress. 

In a bill fl.led yesterday, Chiles attempted 
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to pass on the major provision's of Florida's 
law to the benefit of the people in the United 
States. 

The Chiles b111 would require all congres
sional committees and all federal authorities 
with the exception of the courts and the 
military to hold meetings open to the public. 

The Florida senator watered down the bill 
somewhat for the protection of national de· 
fense and security, and in certain other 
highly sensitive areas, but the thrust of the 
legislation is to give the public a far more 
open view of the workings of the federal 
government than is now available. 

Not many citizens are famlllar with the 
secretiveness of the federal government in 
Washnigton. Most would be shocked to know 
what a vast amount of legislation ls sent to 
the floors of the house and senate from 
closed committee rooms. Trading of votes 
for favors, and compromises not necessarily 
in the public interest are major factors in 
the wording of new laws. 

Matters are considered in secret session 
that would appear to have no relation to na
tional security. For instance, during the past 
few days doors were slammed shut by the 
Senate Space Committee on a hearing into 
the smuggling of certain contraband items, 
by astronauts, on the Apollo 15 trip. 

Here is a case where taxpayers spent mil· 
lions to send these men on a moon mission, 
and from reports there were plans for a tidy 
prlvwte profit by parties still unknown. After 
a five hour secret session on the matter the 
committee chairman, Sen. Clinton P. Ander
son, would give no indication if any of the 
information gathered from witnesses would 
ever be made public. 

Another example: A hearing will be held 
next Tuesday in "closed executive session" of 
the powerful Senate Public Works Commit
tee on a b111 tailored specifically for Texas 
permitting the state to circumvent federal 
environmental safeguards in construction of 
a controversial freeway through scenic urban 
parkland. A torrent of similar legislation for 
other areas in the nation is expected to fol
low. 

These a.re only a few examples of the type 
of information handled by congressional 
committees behind a shroud of secrecy. 

The Chiles bill 1s only one step needed in 
a full code of reform for both the legislative 
and executive branch of federal government. 

Optimism about the passage of Chiles blll 
in the near future could only come from 
those unfamiliar with the power of the ger
ontocrats of Capitol H111. 

It took six yea.rs, and the defeat of the 
Porkchop Gang, to get the sunshine law 
through the Florida legislature. It may take 
even longer at the federal level. But the 
change is necessary if confidence in govern
ment is to be restored. 

Chiles had the courage to set a new style 
of campaigning in Florida and sparked a 
dramatic change in many other states. Per
haps other young progressive senaitors will 
be willing to follow his footsteps in support 
of the national sunshine act. 

(Flrom the Miami News, Aug. 8, 1972] 
RIGHT To KNow 

We've always been guided by two prin
ciples in this business: The public needs to 
know what is going on, in and out of govern
ment; and public representatives need to 
communicaite freely with the public. 

Take the latter first. The U.S. Supreme 
Oour,t recently said a newspaperman no 
longer has the right to protect the confiden
tiality of his source of information. This hits 
close to the heart of a free press. We feel, of 
course, the news media need a.nd should have 
maximum legal protection to meet their re
sponsibilities in a free and open society. 

Sen. Alan Cranston df California. has in
troduced a. one-sentence b111 which would re-

store the privilege tha.t the Courrt has seen 
fl.rt to remove. The bill reads: "A person con
nected wiith or employed by the news media 
or press cannot be required by a. court, a 
legislature, or any a.dministmtive body to dis
close before the Congres.5 or a.ny federal oourt 
or agency any lnformaition procured for pub
lication or broadcast." 

We subscribe to Senator Cranston's pro
posal because all other press confldentilallty 
laws (17 states have them) to some degree 
contain loopholes which could lead to re
pressive restriotions. 

No less import.an.rt is the bl11 initroduced 
on Friday by Sen. Lawton Chiles of Florida. 
to open all government processes to public 
view. Mr. Chiles, who strongly supported a 
"governmerut in the sunsh:ine" statute when 
he was in the Florida. Senate, would have his 
legislaitlon apply to all federal regulatory 
agencies and committees of the Congress, 
exempting only the judlcte.ry and military. 

The sen&tor expresses surprise that so 
much of the public's business is conducted 
behind closed doors in Washington. He 
shouldn't be surprised. The federal agencies 
have pra.otlced it for years and as recent as 
February of thi.s year, a survey indicated 36 
per cenrt of all congressional oonunlottees were 
meeting in secret. 

Government in the sunshine is being pr.ac
ticed with success in the sell81tor's home 
staite. There ls no reason for federal bureau
crats to close the doors when the press a.nd 
the public show up. If the public is losing 
confidence in government, it ls because of 
being shut out of the decision malmng proc
ess. 

A government that operates in secret 1s 
on the road to tyranny. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I have 
also received quite a bit of mail from 
Floridians, as well as citizens across 
the country expressing their interest and 
suppart. 

Mrs. Dorothy Tomlinson of Madeira 
Beach, Fla., wrote: 

Hope that your government in the sun
shine for the U.S.A. legislation ls adopted. 
This law would make it easier for the people 
to choose their leaders. 

Mr. Robert W. Burdick of West Palm 
Beach told me: 

Thank you very much for introducing a. 
federal "government in the sunshine" blll 
in the Senate. We have needed the introduc
tion of such a. blll for a. long time . . . 

Ethel L. Redditt of Tampa wrote: 
Congratulations on your trying to bring 

the people's business out in the open ... 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have several examples of the kind 
of letters I received printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REC· 
ORD, as follows: 

JACKSONVILLE BEACH, FLA., 

The HON. LAWTON CHILES, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

August 16, 1972. 

DEAR LAWTON: Just a brief note to let you 
know how pleased we were to read of your 
proposing a "Florida in the Sunshine" type 
bill for our Congress. 

I serve on a local hospital board and we 
have to advise the local press and all con
cerned in our community of any little meet
ing that we have. It seems if we have to do 
this type of thing, there ls no reason why the 
Ways & Means Commitee should not have to 
do the same, or other COmmlttees that a.re 
running our Federal Government. 

Thanking you a.gain for the great job you 
are doing as our Sena.tor. 

Very sincerely, 
GEORGE E. PHARR, OL.U. 

PS: I am enclosing a clipping of the bill 
I refer to above. 

CLEARWATER, FLA., 
August 5, 1972. 

DEAR SENATOR CHILES: Would you please 
send me a copy of your "Gov't in the Sun
:mine" b111. 

I appreciate your efforts for this much
needed reform, and I'm sure that Common 
Ca.use and the League of Women Voters here 
will be interested in supporting your blll. 

Thank you. 
GERTRUDE DESJARDIN. 

DEAR SENATOR CHILES: More power to you 
in your effort to ban most closed sessions of 
congressional committees and Federal regu
latory agencies. The people are dealing with 
public business. What have they got to hide? 

Sincerely, 
Mr. and Mrs. ROBERT E. STEARNS. 

BARTOW, FLA., 
August 19, 1942. 

Hon. LAWTON CHILES 
DEAR Sm: I like the little papers "Lawton 

Chiles Reports," very much. 
This copy has some very pertinent prob

lems. 
I like the Sunshine Law very much. I prob

ably wlll never be in a place to attend any 
conferences but it gives one a feeling that if 
I wanted to I could. 

I saw in this morning's paper that Rep. 
Fa.seen has introduced a blll quite similar 
to yours. I wish you both success and hope 
its passage won't be held up 10 years. 

I also hope the Mass Transit conference 
will bring results. 

We have visited Disney World from Bar
tow by bus and it is a nice way to get there. 

Yours truly, 
Mrs. STANTON LANDER, 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I am more 
convinced than ever that there is little 
case to be made for any secrecy in Gov
ernment outside of certain special areas 
dealing with the national defense and se
curity. Our government in Florida is not 
perfect now by a long shot-but it sure is 
more open. I do not suffer under any illu
sions that a Federal Government in the 
sunshine law is going to erase every trace 
of public suspicion. But I do believe it will 
help enormously to open up our system to 
the people it is supposed to be serving. 
This opening up cannot help improving 
the system itself and begin the slow res
toration of the public's confidence in 
their elected representatives and their 
government as a whole. 

No one can deny the feeling of alien
ation that so many of our citizens feel 
today toward their Government. It is a 
k'ind of social desease that is still spread
ing. For a variety of reasons people have 
become suspicious of a Government they 
feel is all encompassing and yet out of 
touch with the people it is supposed to 
be serving. Many people feel that their 
public trust is being betrayed. 

In fact, a recent study by Arthur 
Miller, a political scientist from Ohio 
State University, showed that the Amer
ican people's trust in their Government 
dropped nearly 20 percent from 1964 to 
1970. Using data provided by the Uni
versity of Michigan's Survey Research 
Center, Miller devised a ''cynicism scale." 
He found that over this 6-year period, the 
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broad segment of people who were quts
tioned as to their trust in American in
stitutions answered in ways that clearly 
indicated distrust, alienation, and cyni
cism. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have an article published in the 
Washington Post on September 10, 1972, 
concerning the Miller study be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
TRUST IN GOVERNMENT Is SAID To DECLINE

CYNICISM RISES 

(By H. D. S. Greenway) 
The American people's trust in their gov

ernment dropped nearly 20 per cent from 1964 
to 1970, according to Arthur Miller, a politi
cal scientist from Ohio State, and public 
trust among blacks dropped at twice that 
rate. Tha.t segments of the population are 
alienated from the government ls not sur
prising, Miller said, but he views the rapid 
degree of change in only six years as "some
what alarming." 

Using data provided by the University of 
Michigan's Survey Research Center, Miller 
has devised a "cynicism scale" which he pre
sented Thursday in a paper to the annual 
meeting of the American Political Science 
Association here. 

Over a six-year period a broad segment of 
people was questioned as to their trust in 
American institutions and their answers were 
rated as to degree of alienation and cynicism. 
Twenty per cent of those polled in 1964 dis
trusted the government but by 1970 the 
figure had risen to 39 per cent. 

During the 1964-1966 period public trust 
among blacks actually rose, according to the 
"cynicism scale," while public trust among 
whi.tes began a steady decline. After 1966, 
blacks began to lose faith in government 
more rapidly than whites but prior to 1968 
blacks still "demonstrated more trust in the 
government than whites," Miller said. By 
1970 a "reversal" bad occurred with (56 per 
cent of all blacks queried mistrusting the 
government) , as compared to 35 per cent 
among whites. 

American cynics can be broken down into 
"left cynics" and "right cynics" on the Miller 
index. Blacks comprised 38 per cent of all 
"left cynics" and 99.7 per cent of all right 
cynics were white. "One-third of the cynics 
of the left were under 30," Miller said, while 
only 12 per cent of rightist cynics were young. 
In general, however, Miller found far more 
discontented people over 60 than among the 
under-30 group. 

Cynicism cuts across party lines, but while 
independents a.re cynical because they see 
too little difference between the Democrats 
and Republicans, blacks a.re cynical because 
they see too much differenc~ between the 
major parties. Blacks perceive the policy gap 
between parties as "so large that the Re
publican Party is not a viable alternative, 
thus, ironically, also resulting in a la.ck of 
choice for them." 

Increasingly Miller found that Americans 
are satisfied with neither party and the find
ings "demonstrate emphatically" that "dis
trust of the government was related to the 
dissatisfaction with both parties ... " 

A feeling of inability to influence govern
ment was also a prime cause of discontent. 
"Those who felt they had very little impact 
on goverDillen t were the most cynical." 

While confidence in the electoral system 
among whites dropped from 65 per cent to 60 
per cent during the six-year period, black 
trust in elections dropped from 66 to 41 per 
cent. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I believe 
a good deal of the growing disenchant-

ment with the Government that the 
Miller study points out is due to the aura 
of secrecy that surrounds many aspects 
of it-in most cases a totally unneces
sary aura of secrecy. There is, to my way 
of thinking, no real reason for the num
ber of closed meetings held by Govern
ment boards, commissions, or other agen
cies. I believe closing the doors to these 
meetings and shutting out the public 
automatically makes the public wonder 
what in the world is really going on be
hind them. 

Now I must admit that at the begin
ning stages of "Government in the Sun
shine" back in Florida, I questioned 
whether or not we could operate eff ec
tively out in the open. Many people 
shared my feelings. But now, after our 
Government in the sunshine law has 
been in effect for several years, we share 
the same proud conclusion: We can op
erate just fine. In fact, we can operate 
better because with those open doors 
also comes the pubJic's confidence. Busi
ness goes on as usual-except business 
goes on even more effectively. It is the 
public's business that we are talking 
about and now at last, in Florida, the 
public is allowed in on it fully. 

Mr. President, most public officials are 
hard-working, dedicated, individuals. 
But as honest as they are, they still have 
difficulty keeping the public's trust, elimi
nating doubt or suspicion concerning 
their integrity. Closed doors imply 
"hanky-panky." The credibility of the 
majority of honest, hard-working public 
officials is destroyed by the unnecessary 
aura of secrecy that surrounds many as
pects of Government decisionmaking. 

My bill provides for open meetings of 
all Federal governmental agencies except 
the courts and the military. In particular, 
it applies to Federal regulatory agencies 
and commissions, such as the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, the Federal 
Trade Commission, and the Civil Aero
nautics Board-which are responsible for 
serving the public interest. It would apply 
to the committees of Congress also, which 
have for too long conducted too much of 
their business behind closed doors. 

Mr. President, I was pleased to see that 
a plank in the Democratic Party plat
form for this year is concerned with 
openness in Government and that legis
lation has now been approved by a Sen
ate-House conference which would open 
up meetings of the multitude of so-called 
advisory commissions. In the Senate this 
effort was led by Senators METCALF, 
PERCY, and others. I was glad to join 
with them in that effort. And I am de
lighted that some of my Republican col
leagues in the Senate have joined me in 
cosponsoring my sunshine bill. This ef
fort to open up Government to the people 
is clearly not a partisan issue and I would 
hope we could work together effectively 
toward that end. 

I am hopeful that hearings will be held 
on my proposal for sunshine government 
early next session. And I want to stress 
that I sincerely hope this whole area will 
be completely gone into and thoroughly 
studied. I am and will remain completely 
committed to the idea of opening up 
government to the people-the memory 
of my campaign is still vivid-the mem-

ory of listening to the people complain 
about the "bigness," and the remoteness, 
the unapproachable nature of big govern
ment-how they felt left out and were 
distrustful of what was going on "in
side." But though I am wedded to the 
idea of sunshine Government I am not 
wedded to the specific language of my 
bill-I realize there are problems in
volved. I am aware that certain excep
tions to open meetings have to be made. 
Exceptions are provided in the bill as 
written, to include--cases where matters 
to be discussed include national security, 
internal management of a committee or 
agency, or matters which may tend to 
reflect adversely on the character or 
reputation of a witness or any other in
dividual. But these exceptions may need 
expanding, or more precise definition. 
Complete hearings on this whole area 
are certainly necessary so that we can 
have input from everyone involved and 
come up with the best possible bill. 

We must start now-here-to expose 
our governmental process to the fullest 
extent possible. We must open the doors 
and windows and let the disinfecting 
sunshine in. Our efforts to open up Gov
ernment to the people can only lead to 
better lawmaking and greater public 
confidence in our governmental system. 

I am pleased that some of the cospon
sors to the bill and other Senators have 
joined me here this morning to consider 
some of the issues and problems-as well 
as challenges involved in Federal "Gov
ernment in the Sunshine." 

Mr. HART. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. CHILES. I yield to the distin

guished Senator from Michigan, whom 
I am delighted to have as a cosponsor 
on the legislation. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I join the 
Senator from Florida in support of S. 
3881, a bill he most apprapriately has 
dubbed the "Government-in-Sunshine 
Act." The Congress has considered this 
area before. Just in the past several years 
we have passed the Freedom of Inf orma
tion Act and the Legislative Reorganiza
tion Act of 1970-both designed to open 
up the processes of government to the 
public. 

But these actions are not enough. We 
still receive complaints that Federal 
agencies hold back needed information, 
and certainly the arguments of the past 
months over classification procedures in
dicate that the rules are hazy, if indeed 
they exist at all. And an analysis of the 
Congress' actions following passage of 
the 1970 Reorganization Act shows that 
about one-third of all committee meet
ings in 1971 were held in secret. 

Credibility is surely an overworked 
word, but describes one attribute that, 
our people are looking for in their Gov
ernment. In this electronic age of in~ 
stant communication, secrecy would 
seem to have no place, except in the 
most sensitive of areas, which are well
defined in S. 3881. Certainly passage of 
the bill would help remove suspicions 
about motives and doubts about integ
rity existing today. Senator CmLES 
distinguished public service in heading 
this effort. 

When President Woodrow Wilson ad
dressed the Congress on the great issue 
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of peace, the first of his 14 points was 
"Open covenants--openly arrived at." 

Today in the midst of difficulties 
abroad and at home, the advice is 
equally well taken. S. 3881 would en
large our freedoms and bring increased 
respect and suppart to our Government. 

I would hope the party caucus in Con
gress also will be conducted "on the 
record" and "in the open." Actions by 
the caucus affect the public's business. 
We who are members of these caucuses 
are not operating a fraternity house, we 
are doing business for and in ways di
rectly affecting these people, the public. 
The people should know what we are 
doing or not doing, in committee and in 
caucuses. 

Mr. President, I express appreciation 
to the Senator from Florida for under
taking leadership in this effort. In addi
tion to his great ability, he brings to us 
his rather recent experience, specifically 
his experience in the Florida Legislature 
during the period in which he served in 
that body. 

Even some of us who have long felt 
that the doors should be open to permit 
the public to know what we are doing 
in our committees and deciding not to 
do in our committees would be desirable. 
Nonetheless, I have an uneasy feeling 
that perhaps we do not recognize what 
may be very disabling consequences of 
that action. 

The Senator from Florida (Mr. CHILES) 
can testify from direct experience that 
opening the doors does not have adverse 
serious side effects. Those of us who never 
served in a body where the doors are lit
erally open would not be able to testify. 

It is for this reason, among others, 
that I am delighted that he is giving 
leadership and that in doing so is ren
dering a very significant public service. 

I share with him the opinion that the 
committee will permit us very early in 
the next session to act. I hope and be
lieve we will act prudently. 

I would suggest that perhaps, while it 
is not a function of the Senate by statute, 
we consider seriously the proposal that 
our own party caucuses also be open be
cause what we do or decide not to do 
in a party caucus affects completely the 
right of the public to know. 

We are not a group sitting around in 
a caucus trying to r,un a fraternity house, 
although one gets the uncomfortable 
feeling that that is the level at which 
we operate in our caucuses. 

We are about the public business and 
our performance inside a caucus would 
be more sensitive and likely to be more 
responsive if that door also was open. 

The bill of the Senator from Florida 
has enough trouble as it is without add
ing caucuses to it. I welcome the chance 
to raise that issue, and I thank the Sen
ator. 

Mr. CllffiES. I thank very much the 
Senator from Michigan for his remarks. 

Again, I appreciate very much his sup
port. I think one of the problems that he 
raises in the bill is the problem of edu
cation. I can remember well in Florida 
that when we were first taking up the 
sunshine bill many of us f elt--and I was 
one of those-that we were just not go
ing to be able to operate efficiently if we 

were to do everything in the open, that 
we had better hold some things back. 
I was thinking, as the rest of them were, 
about the public interest, as it were. I 
think everybody in this body really 
thinks mainly about the public interest. 
But we found that when we did open 
meetings up, we could operate just as 
well. 

I do not think we will find anybody in 
Florida in the legislature or basically in 
government that wants to go back to the 
old practice, because the side effects of 
the sunshine legislation are so good that 
we do not have the leaks that go out to 
the press. As the Senator knows, we do 
not now have any secrets in any of these 
committee meetings. It depends on who 
leaks the information and how they leak 
it. 

We do not have any secrecy even in 
our party caucuses, as the Senator 
knows, because the person leaking it can 
slant it and often does. That is one of 
the problems we have. It often proves 
very embarrassing to Senators and other 
agencies of government. It happens that 
way, too. 

We would be much better off if those 
things were public, because if we had a 
record and if someone were not quoted 
correctly, he could stand exactly on the 
record. 

Mr. HART. We tend to be very over
sensitive and to get mad at the press 
when we see something reported as oc
curred in a committee meeting. We 
ought to get mad at ourselves if the 
press report is inaccurate, in all proba
bility it is, because we slammed the 
door in their face. 

We would not let them in to see the 
whole business. Depending on who says 
what occurred after it is over, that is 
inevitably the way the press is going to 
repart it. 

Mr. CHILES. That often results in 
public opinion being misguided, because 
someone is biased or partial and gives 
his impression of what took place, or his 
interpretation of an action another Sen
ator took and before long you have a 
biased public opinion that does not relate 
to the facts. . 

Mr. HART. You have a biased public 
opinion, and a group of Senators, each 
one looking at another Senator, trying 
to figure out who is going to distort what 
he is in the business of doing. That 
poisons the well. 

Mr. CHILES. I hear the remark made 
as perhaps the Senator does with respect 
to markup sessions. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

At this time, in accordance with the 
previous order, the Chair recognizes the 
Senator from Oregon for not to exceed 
15 minutes. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, I am 
delighted to join the distinguished Sena
tor from Florida in the cosponsorship of 
this measure. 

I served in the Oregon Legislature, but 
I did not have the same experience 
the Senator from Florida had, because 
in Oregon such meetings have always 
been public. 

Our constitution in Oregon, which 
was adopted in 18.57, provides: 

The doors of each House ( of the Legisla
ture) , a.nd of committees of the whole, shall 
be kept opened, except in such cases as in 
the opinion of either House may require 
secresy (sic) . 

But the custom and usage with respect 
to the latter clause relating to secrecy 
never has been used so our meetings 
always have been open and, therefore, I 
did not have the Senator's experience 
where meetings were closed, or wonder 
what would happen if such meetings had 
'been open to them. As a new legislator I 
became accustomed to having people 
present, just as a trial lawyer in open 
court, and we paid no attention to the 
fact that people were there listening. 

Mr. CHILES. That is true. It did not 
inconvenience the work done. If it was 
a. markup session people could sit and 
listen to everything that took place but 
they did not participate. We took testi
mony, but certainly there would come a 
time when public testimony would be 
closed; you would not hear from the 
public but they would hear your thoughts 
and the tradeoffs, and they would know 
what led to the final votes on the bill, 
rather than to see an expunged record 
where the public would not lmow what 
happened up to that point. That is what 
causes suspicion. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. The closest 'State to 
the State of Oregon is the State of Wash
ington. They had a very Powerful rules 
committee through which all legislation 
had to be channeled. They would deter
mine in secret session the calendar for 
the da.y, and you never knew who voted 
for a bill or who voted to kill it. They 
could not understand how any public 
body could operate in public because they 
thought that without having the right of 
being able to shut the people out, the leg
islators would be afraid to express their 
opinions. 

I keep coming back to the point that 
once you are used to the banter and the 
give and take in a closed session, it goes 
on also in an open session. 

Mr. CHILES. I am delighted to have 
the Senator's experience in Oregon. I 
am sure things went on just as well 
in Oregon and with much more public 
confidence. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. It is attributable to 
the fact that the public knows it has 
the right to come in. Often they do not 
exercise that right. Now and then there 
might be an emotional reaction, but by 
and large they lmew that they could 
come to the meetings and testify if they 
wished. They knew they had the right, 
and that is what was important. 

Mr. CHILES. In Florida the sunshine 
bill opened up all meetings. We found 
more difficulty in school board meetings 
in the counties. They are the ones who 
found no way to operate, in some county 
and city commissions. Most test cases 
under the Florida law happened to in
volve school boards. They had to settle 
these issues and they had to have votes, 
and there were a couple of suits that 
were actually filed for injunctions against 
that kind of meeting. Now, they carry on 
their business just as everyone else. 
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There is one other thing I want to 
point out. Florida had a legislature that 
was less than mediocre when I went there 
in 1959, controlled by special interests. 
I think we represented more pine trees 
than people, and everything about it 
diminished the public confidence. Flor
ida is now rated by the Citizens Com
mittee on State Legislatures, which did 
a survey, as third or fourth in the Na
tion. One of the leading things that 
brought them that rating was the open
ness brought about by the sunshine bill. 
Everybody in Florida is proud of that 
and one of the chief benefits of the sun
shine bill was that it opened up public 
confidence and revitalized public confi
dence so that more people like to run for 
the State legislature because it is some
thing not held in great disrepute as it 
once was, and there is something inter
esting about participation. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I was glad to hear 
the Senator's colloquy with the Senator 
from Michigan <Mr. HART) about what 
leaks out of a meeting when a meeting 
is closed, and if something is reported 
by the press maybe they slant it because 
they do not know what happened. 

In the 3 % years I have been here I 
do not believe that in any secret session 
any single thing has even been done in 
committee that would not have been done 
if the doors had been wide open and 
loudspeakers were blaring the proceed
ings out into the hallways. 

Mr. CHILES. I am glad to hear the 
Senator's experience in that regard. In 
the time I have been here it has been 
beyond me why I was in a closed session 
and what was the reason or the need for 
the closed session because I never saw 
anything done that could not have been 
done in public. It creates a distrust that 
we bring upon ourselves, when there is no 
reason for it. 

I am certain that there are times when 
the Committee on Armed Services, the 
Committee on Appropriations, and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations deal 
with sensitive areas in regard to the na
tional interests of our country, and those 
meetings should be closed. We certainly 
are allowing that to happen. I do not 
touch that, or anything that deals with 
sensitive security issues. But why in the 
Committee on Agriculture we close the 
doors during the markup of a bill is be
yond me. It is beyond me why that is 
necessary because there is nothing secret. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. It brings on a feel
ing of frustration because what you are 
doing is so important you wish people 
could hear and see what you are doing 
because you regard it as of monumental 
significance. When the doors are open, 
still no one comes in except one or two 
people from the press who come to cover 
it. 

Mr. CHILES. That is true. In the Com
mittee on Government Operations we 
were dealing with the consumer protec
tion bill. From that meeting there came 
news stories or comments made about 
the statements of several Senators that 
were incorrect, and which did a disserv
ice to those Senators. Had the meeting 
been open so members of the press could 
have viewed their actions, Senators would 

never have had the comments made 
about them that were misinterpreted and 
which worked a disservice on the Sena
tors and their image because it was not 
fair. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. On two occasions 
since I have been here, when we had oral 
yea and nay votes in committee, I had 
my vote misrepresented in the press. It 
was not deliberate. I am sure someone 
asked, "How did the vote go?" and some
body said, "The vote was 9 to 6," and 
they got the vote mixed and I was shown 
as being on the opposite side that I ac
tually voted on, because people could not 
see for themselves. 

Mr. CHILES. Those are things that 
work to the disadvantage when hearings 
are closed. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I am delighted to 
have a chance to join the Senator from 
Florida in cosponsoring the bill. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHILES. The Senator from Ore
gon has the floor. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMffiE. I simply want to 

commend the Senator from Florida and 
the Senator from Oregon on the posi
tion they have taken that we have a 
greater public disclosure of our commit
tee sessions, and especially the critical 
markups. 

There are only two reasons I can think 
of that would justify secrecy: No. 1, 
where it affects the national security; 
and, No. 2, where it would affect the re
putation of a particular individual when 
that is to be discussed in detail and 
where certain information had been 
brought out that could not yet be con
firmed. But the overwhelming majo1ity 
of markups should certainly be open and 
public. 

The Senator from Oregon (Mr. PAcK
wooD) and I serve together on the Bank
ing, Housing and Urban Affairs Com
mittee. I cannot remember a single ex
ecutive session that could not have been 
open to the public with greater public 
understanding and greater public in
formation and I think probably greater 
public interest. 

What I have heard discussed between 
the Senator from Florida and the Sena
tor from Oregon with respect to mis
representation of activities of the com
mittee members is true. That commit
tee, like all committees, has consider
able pressures imposed on it. There have 
been reports with respect to members of 
it that were inaccurate and which unfa
vorably affected that member. If the 
press could have participated and heard 
the discussions and observed the votes 
on the various amendments-the most 
critical operation in the whole commit
tee process--this erroneous impression 
could not have taken place. 

The reason we do not do that is the 
result simply of inertia and because it 
has not been brought before the Con
gress for action before. I am so glad that 
two relatively young Senators have had 
the initiative and the courage to do this. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I may ask the Sen
ator from Wisconsin a question. How 
long has he been on the Banking, Hous
ing and Urban Affairs Committee? 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Fifteen years. 
Mr. PACKWOOD. Can the Senator re

call anything the committee ever did 
that could not have been done in the 
open? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I certainly cannot. 
We have no jurisdiction with respect to 
national security or foreign policy. We 
have some very limited jurisdiction with 
respect to emergency stockpiles, and so 
forth, but that information could be 
made public. No, I cannot think of any 
instance whatsoever, including the dis
cussions of confirmations of individuals, 
because these have been the kinds of dis
cussions which would have been perfectly 
all right to have made public. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. I would join my 

colleagues from Wisconsin, Florida, and 
Oregon in protesting the degree of se
crecy now characteristic of our Govern
ment. In the years I have been in the 
Senate, it has become ever more clear, 
especially in the field of national de
fense, that we have wasted and are 
wasting literally billions of dollars, much 
of which is secrecy, primarily because 
of excess in the nuclear field; secrecy 
that is wholly unwarranted. There is no 
reason why the American people should 
not know more about why this great new 
force has changed, or should have 
changed, any informed concept of how 
to defend the United States. We all know 
the ease and celerity with which we could 
use domestically the billions of dollars 
that could be saved in the defense field 
and much of that saving could be ac
complished if we would eliminate all 
this unnecessary secrecy. 

It is my understanding this is going 
to be talked about later this morning, 
but I would join the Senator from Wis
consin <Mr. PROXMIRE) in commending 
the Senator from Florida <Mr. CHILES) 
and the Senator from Oregon <Mr. PACK
WOOD) for bringing this matter to the 
attention of the Senate. This whole idea 
of excess secrecy, whether for patriotic 
or political or whatever gain, is becom
ing a curse on the American system. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I appreciate that. 
If the Senator from Missouri, with the 
perspective he has because of his back
ground as a former Secretary of the Air 
Foree and now, for years, as a member 
of the Armed Services Committee, and 
one of its very distinguished members, 
believes we could have saved money if 
we had held open hearings, if he can 
say that with his experience, if he can 
say that with the experience he has 
had, then there certainly could not be, 
exept in a very few cases, any justifica
tion for closing these hearings at all. 

Mr. CHil.JES. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to have the remarks of the dis
tinguished Senator from Wisconsin and 
the distinguished Senator from Missouri. 
I think it points up again that we are 
operating because of habit and inertia, 
as the Senator from Wisconsin has 
pointed out, and the idea that because 
we have always done it this way, we 
should continue to. I think the problem 
is one of education-t.o have every
one really· look at and to weigh the effect 
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of continuing in that habit, continuing 
in the old way against what we see is 
the greatest problem f S1Cing us in the 
country today, and that is the alienation 
of people toward their Government. 
Anything we can do to change that I 
think is the major role of one in public 
office to try to change, and certainly a 
major role of one in the Senate. 

The hallowed tradition of the Senate 
has been that this body has always been 
the one that in this country has had the 
confidence of the people over the years; 
that it provided for stability, and pro
vided for leadership, and was a check on 
the executive. I think now we are op
erating from our past status, perhaps, 
but we are not challenging today and 
the problems in the country today, and 
if the Senate is going to continue to 
live up to any of that tradition, then it 
must look at the facts of today and 
-what is the feeling of the vast multitudes 
of our people. 

Mr. PACKWOOD. I think we can look 
right around here at the way we con
duct our business on the floor of the 
Senate. I can only think of two in
stances in 3 % years when we closed the 
doors of the Chamber. One dealt with the 
ABM question. The Senator from Mis
souri very ably led the opponents in 
that debate. We had a closed session 
then. I can think of one other, in those 
3 % years, which was a matter dealing 
with national security. All other times 
the sessions of the Senate have been 
open to the galleries. I do not know why 
the committees cannot operate that way. 

Mr. CHILES. I can recall one closed 
session which we might have been much 
better off if it had not been closed. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I wish to 
commend the junior Senator from Flor
ida for his contribution to open Govern
ment. Governmental secrecy is a problem 
to which I have given considerable 
thought myself. My efforts have been di
rected toward establishing a Commission 
on Executive Secrecy to review classifica
tion acts and practices and make recom
mendation for reforms, and toward pro
viding that meetings of agency and 
Presidential advisory committees be 
open to the public. 

I think that one of the great merits of 
S. 3881, the legislation that is being of
fered by the Senator from Florida, is that 
it reminds us that secrecy is more than 
an executive branch problem and that it 
hides from public view not just docu
ments, but processes of Government as 
well. S. 3881 would limit secrecy in both 
the executive and the legislative 
branches by requiring that all meetings 
and hearings of governmental agencies 
and congressional committees would have 
to be open to the public except for certain 
reasons defined by law. A further con
tribution of this legislation is that it re
quires notice of meetings and provides 
that transcripts must be available to the 
public. 

I would like to address more specifical
ly the question of congressional secrecy, 
because too often we in Congress tend to 
view secrecy in Government-and its at
tendant credibility gaps-as problems 
originating with and largely confined to 

, 
the executive branch. But, this is not 
true. It has become almost an established 
rule of thumb that all committee busi
ness, except for hearings, be conducted in 
executive session. This practice closes to 
the citizens of this country a crucial part 
of the work of their Congress, because in 
executive sessions compromises are made, 
the language of bills is changed, and 
votes are taken which may determine 
whether the bill is ever brought to the 
floor. And, in fact, it is not just the meet
ings of the committees that are restrict
ed, but almost all other aspects of com
mittee work as well. 

There are, of course, reasons why these 
practices have grown up and been main
tained. Legislators feel the need for hav
ing a relatively apolitical atmosphere, 
away from the lobbyists, and conducive 
to the efficient and objective considera
tion of legislation. Thus, despite the 1970 
Legislative Reform Act, the Congres
sional Quarterly estimated that last year 
97 percent of Senate business meetings 
were closed to the public. 

Unfortunately, committee secrecy 
opens the opportunity for a number of 
abuses contrary to the spirit of demo
cratic procedure. A minority in powerful 
committee positions can sit on legislation 
they OPPoSe in committee or engage in 
delaying tactics shielded from the pur
view of the media and public. Bills can be 
held in committee almost until they are 
ready for floor action, telescoping the op
portunity available for legislators who 
are not on the committee to study the 
legislation. Secrecy may give an advan
tage to special interest groups who have 
the resources to keep informed on the 
proceedings on a bill through friends on 
the committee staff. 

Finally, the use of secrecy provides an 
opportunity for the selective and biased 
release of news on committee business 
through leaks. In a recent case involving 
a committee on which I serve, supporters 
of a particular piece of legislation leaked 
distorted stories about the activities of 
the opponents to the press. Because the 
committee had been in executive session, 
there was no way that the media could 
corroborate the reports being given to 
, them. I deplore this tactic, even though 
I was a supporter. This illustrates the 
possibility that ineffective secrecy may 
be worse than effective secrecy. The pub
lic is not merely uninformed, it is mis
informed. 

Mr. President, the effective and equi
table working of democracy requires an 
accurately informed electorate. The 
dilemma. of secrecy involves striking a 
practical balance between this need and 
the requirements of committee secrecy 
for certain instances. The bill offered by 
the Senator from Florida offers four 
guidelines for which secrecy may be 
maintained: These are for matters in
volving national security, the internal 
management of a committee or agency, 
the reputation of an individual, and 
other business for which secrecy is re
quired by law. This is the proper ap
proach. We should define those areas 
which must be secret and then insist 
that everything else should be public. 

I must confess, however, that I am still 

unsure what the practical implications 
of the language of S. 3881 would be. I 
should like to hear more about how simi
lar legislation has worked out in Florida 
and California, and I would like to know 
more about how this legislation would 
affect the executive departments. I hope 
therefore that the Committee on Gov
ernment Operations will expeditiously 
proceed to have hearings on this legisla
tion as well as other legislation along 
this line. The issues, however, are ex
tremely complex, and I am not at all 
certain that the secrecy in Government 
dilemma can be handled adequately in 
the Congress without the active partici
pation of experienced members of the 
executive branch, the media, and the 
public. This is why in S. 3787 the senior 
Senator from North Carolina and I pro
posed a 6-month Commission to deal 
with executive secrecry thoroughly and 
make recommendations to the Congress. 
Maybe such a Commission could be ex
panded to include the matters that have 
been so ably presented by the Senator 
from Florida, should such a course turn 
out to be desirable. 

In closing I wish once again to com
mend the Senator from Florida for this 
legislation. It is good legislation, impor
tant to the American people and deserv
ing of our utmost attention. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I want 
to express my personal support for S. 3881 
which has been introduced by Senator 
CHILES. That bill provides that meetings 
of Government agencies and of congres
sional committees shall be open to the 
public. I have long been a supporter of the 
principle that the operations of govern
ment should be opened as fully as possi
ble to the purifying effects of public 
light. Very often the intricacies of gov
ernment seem to be hidden behind a veil 
of confusion simply because critical 
meetings and sessions of various govern
mental units are closed to the public. The 
later reports of what went on at the 
meeting of any public body are often not 
complete. Such meetings usually involve 
good faith attempts to solve the complex 
problems which public officials in all 
branches of government face. If the 
meetings were open to the public we could 
eliminate all confusion concerning what 
actually happens and in~rease public un
derstanding and support for public insti
tutions. This bill will create the vehicle 
for introducing the purifying effects of 
public light into all meetings of Federal 
agencies and congressional committees. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Government Operations I look forward 
to working with Senator CHILES in draft
ing and securing passage of this legis
lation. 

I have had the pleasure this session of 
working with the distinguished junior 
Senator from Florida on the Committee 
on Government Operations. His concern 
for making the machinery of government 
more respc.nsive to the needs and de
mands of the individual citizen is quite 
commendable. His work on legislation to 
create the Consumer Protection Agency 
provided wise counsel, and the benefit of 
his vast experience in government at all 
levels was invaluable. In the executive 
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committee sessions, as that legislation 
began to take its final form, his com
ments and amendments were extremely 
useful. Much of the strength of that leg
islation can be traced to his suggestions 
in those committee sessions. In addition, 
his support for the underlying concepts 
of the legislation was helpful in explain
ing the bill. He is truly an example of 
the ideal in public officials who are re
sponsive to the expectations of the in
dividual citizens. 

The contin-.1ous aim of such public of
ficials is to see that the governmental 
machine functions as smoothly as possi
ble, and equally to try and insure that 
the public citizen understands how the 
Government functions. This is essential 
if the individual citizen is to feel that he 
has an opportunity to affect the opera
tion of his Government. My hope is to be
gin to take up hearings on this bill at the 
earliest opportunity in the coming session 
and to produce visible results. 

The concept which Senator CHILES 
hopes to bring from his home State to 
Washington is quite encouraging. I think 
that it is but another example of ways in 
which the Federal Government can be 
improved by practices and procedures de
veloped and tested on the State and 
local level. I have no doubt that the 
experience which Senator CHILES has 
had with open governmental practices 
in Florida will be of invaluable assistance 
as we transplant the process to Wash
ington soil. I again congratulate the dis
tinguished Senator from Florida and 
repeat my enthusiasm as I look forward 
to working with him in developing this 
legislation. 

I would like to add that the approach 
which S. 3881 reflects in its attempt to 
open the operations of government to 
the public is very much like that which 
has been developed in S. 3970, which 
Senator PERCY and Senator JAVITS and 
I have sponsored. The aim of that legis
lation is also to make the operations of 
government more responsive to the pub
lic by the creation of a public advocate 
for consumer interests. I am encouraged 
that such legislation as these two bills 
is being developed to make the Govern
ment responsive and comprehensible to 
the public. · 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The time of the Senator has ex
pired. 

Under the previous order, the Chair 
recognizes the Senator from Wisconsin 
(Mr. PROXMIRE) for not to exceed 15 
minutes. 

REPORT OF THE McGOVERN PANEL 
ON NATIONAL SECURITY 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, yes
terday a group of American citizens sup
porting Senator McGOVERN'S position on 
defense convened a panel to discuss his 
defense proposals vis-a-vis the adminis
tration's. That panel is made up of a 
most impressive group of Americans, in
cluding Chairman Paul C. Warnke, for
mer Assistant Secretary of Defense; 
Clifford L. Alexander, Jr., former mem-

ber of the National Security Council made, I think he cuts too deeply, but I 
staff; Clark M. Clifford, former Secre- think that can be reconciled, as I shall 
tary of Defense; Charles L. Schultze, point out a little later. 
former Director of the Bureau of the When you slice the fat and eliminate 
Budget; Herbert Scoville, Jr., former the waste in an organization, you do not 
Deputy Director, Central Intelligence weaken it-you strengthen it. 
Agency; Gene La Rocque; Lt. Gen. Straightening out the procurement 
James M. Gavin, former U.S. Ambas- mess and shaping up manpower policies 
sador to France; Floyd Smith, president will save the taxpayers billions of dollars 
of the International Association of Ma- and contribute to a leaner, tougher 
chinists and Aerospace Workers; and Military Establishment. 
a number of other very distinguished, The problem of cost overruns in weap-
outstanding Americans. ons has grown steadily worse under the 

I ask unanimous consent that the en- Nixon adininistration. The C-5A, the 
tire list of the panel members and the F-14, the Cheyenne helicopter, the LHA, 
report be printed at the conclusion of the Gama Goat, the B-1 bomber, the 
my remarks. Safeguard ABM, and numerous other 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern- major programs involving billions of dol
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. lars in cost-overruns, technical perform

(See exhibit 1.) ance failures, and schedule delays have 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the found safe refuge under the present 

defense policies of the Nixon administra- administration. 
tion are bringing this Nation to the brink Today, we are spending more and re-
of serious military and :financial crisis. ceiving less for our procurement dollar 

Because of mismanagement and waste, than ever before. 
the Pentagon has already priced itself out The General Accounting Office's report 
of some areas of the weapons market. The that 77 weapon systems are now esti
Pentagon is not able to purchase the mated to cost $28.7 billion more than was 
kinds and the numbers of weapons re- originally planned, and that had the 
quired for national defense due to the quantities of many of those weapons not 
squandering of billions of dollars on gold- been reduced, because of the cost squeeze 
plated, overpriced, and unnecessary the overrun would have totaled nearly 
gadgets. $40 billion, is a record of unparalleled 

Now a similar mess is occurring in the Government mismanagement. 
area of military manpower. The.adminis- In the military manpower area, the 
tration is abandoning the draft, but it is problem known as "grade creep" together 
not abandoning the wasteful and foolish with other inefficiencies threaten to de
manpower Policies that made the draft feat the purposes of an all-volunteer 
inefficient as well as inequitable. army. 

As a result, we are fast approaching You know, Mr. President, it is a shock-
the time when we will not be able to af- ing fact that th~re are more three-star 
ford the military manpower that is re- and four-star generals and admirals in 
quired for defense. If the present trend uniform today than there were during 
continues, we will soon price ourselves World War II when there were 12 mll
out of the manpower market as well as lion persons in the armed services com
the weapons market. pared to 2.4 million on active duty today. 

A basic and thoroughgoing reform of There are 5,000 more colonels, lieutenant 
the Department of Defense and of de- colonels, Navy captains, and commanders 
fense policy is needed if we are to avoid today than there were in 1945 despite the 
the twin catastrophe that confronts us. fact that there are about one-fifth the 

There have been many opinions ex- number of men and women in the armed 
pressed on the distinguished Senator services today than there were then. 
from South Dakota's position on defense. Support combat ratios are equally out 
I think much of it has been underst.ood, of line. According to the Brookings Insti
and some of the criticism has been mis- tution only about 15 percent of the mili
guided, but Senator McGOVERN is the only tary personnel have a combat job with 
candidate who has set forth, in specific the primary mission of firing weapons at 
detail, a blueprint of exactly what he the enemy. The remaining 85 percent 
thinks is wrong with our operations and provide support services. 
has submitted also an alternative pro- The Military Establishment today is 
PoSal. dependent upon gold-plated weapons 

This is most constructive. It is unfortu-- which cost too much and too often do not 
nat.e that it has not been given the atten- work and with a manpower force that is 
tion it deserves. Whether one disagrees- top heavy with top brass. 
and I am sure that, for good reasons, These are some of the reasons why I 
many people, in good conscience, disagree believe we are paying more dollars for de
with what Senator McGOVERN has pro- fense, but receiving less defense for our 
posed-the fact that he has offered a de- dollars under the Nixon administration. 
tailed blueprint I think deserves com- What can be done to bring about the 
mendation. changes that are needed to streamline 

Senator McGovERN has proposed to re- our forces and to enhance national secu
form defense policies while retaining and rity? 
refining our essential military strength. The first priority, in my judgment, is to 
I believe the kinds of changes that Sen- get the fat out of the system, and to do 
ator McGOVERN has urged can actually this we have to make substantial cuts in 
increase our military strength and im- defense spending. I do not believe we 
prove our real national security. I say can reform military policy if we continue 
that although I have also made it clear the lavish, gold-plated, brass-topped 
that I disagree with Senator McGOVERN spending that makes military excesses 
on some of the specific proposals he has possible. 
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available for building schools, taking vaca
tions, cleaning up pollution, providing health 
ca.re, or creating more livable cities. Aircraft 
carriers and nuclear missiles are costly be
cause they use resources which could other
wise be employed to produce needed goods 
and services. Outlays for military forces 
represent tax dollars which might have been 
left in the hands of private citizens to spend 
on their own needs, or which might have 
been employed to meet pressing needs for 
public services. Americans a.re willing to 
make the necessary sacrifices to buy the 
forces required to provide for the nation's 
security. But no American should be asked to 
contribute his hard earned tax dollar to 
financing unneeded weapons and expensive 
boondoggles. 

Overspending on weapons and armies is 
more dangerous than overspending on peace
time goods. If we build too many schools or 
develop to many national parks, we may in
deed be able to meet less of our other needs 
than we should. But at least the extra 
schools and parks are good and useful things. 
Excessive military spending, however, does 
not give us more national security than we 
need. Beyond a certain point, increased m111-
tary spending sets off another round in the 
world arms race, at the end of which both 
we and other nations will have less, not 
more, security against attack and destruc
tion. 

At the present time over 30 cents of every 
federal tax dollar goes directly into milltary 
spending, and another 10 cents is neded to 
pay the budget costs of past wars (veterans' 
benefits and interest on the debt). This year 
(fiscal 1973) the mmtary budget alone will 
cost the American taxpayer $78 billion-not 
counting the additional $5 billion paid out 
for interest and veterans' benefits stemming 
from past wars. The 78 billion dollar military 
budget each year: 

Amounts to over $1,200 for every family in 
the United States. 

Is twice as much as federal, state and local 
governments together spend on grade school 
and high school education and fifteen times 
what the federal government itself spends 
on such education. 

Would pay eight times over what govern
ment and industry spend each year to clean 
up air and water pollution. 

The future course of military spending, as 
planned by the Nixon Administration, will 
add dramatically to these huge costs. The 
current crash m1litary program calls for a 
massive step-up in spending on new weapons 
in almost every category, from nuclear 
missiles to aircraft carriers to airplanes. 
Under these plans military spending will 
reach $100 billion by 1977, a rise of almost 
33 percent in four years.1 The current Nixon 
budget provides the first installment for this 
expansion, by asking Congress for a $7 bil
lion increase in military funds. 

The current Administration's m111tary 
budgets pose, in starkest terms, the choice 
between buying unneeded military weapons 
and meeting high priority domestic needs. 
In spite of a strategic arms treaty, a thaw
ing of cold war hostilities, and its own ex
pressed concerns about "excessive govern
ment spending," the Administration has 
launched a new round of escalating military 
budgets. What will this unneeded crash mili
tary program of the Nixon Administration 
cost the American people: 

The $22 blllion increase in annual defense 
spending now contemplated by the Nixon 
Administration by 1977 equals $360 for each 
and every family in the United States. 

The increase alone could: (1) pay for an 
allotment of $15 per pupil to improve the 
quality of educa,tion and alleviate the burden 

1 Setting National Priorities: The 1973 
Budget, Brookings Institution, Washington, 
D.C., 1972. 

of local property taxes devoted to schools; 
and (ii) finance the entire cost of the federal 
grant program for sewage disposal points; and 
(iii) wLth the money left over pay for all the 
costs of the currently proposed revenue shar
ing program for state and local governments. 

Every unneeded B-1 bomber with the Ad
ministration proposes to buy wlll cost $50 
million; with the money for just one bomber, 
some 1500 poor and moderate income families 
could be provided the assistance to own or 
rent decent housing for thirty years. 

Every Trident submarine and every nu
clear aircraft carrier will cost over $1 billion 
apiece-the cost of each one would pay for a 
new mass transport system for a major city. 

Each F-14 fighter plane wlll carry six air
to-air missiles costing one-quarter of a mil
lion dollars apiece, so expensive that they 
can hardly ever be fired in praotice: a load 
of missiles for a single F-14 would pay for a 
year's Head Start Program for 1000 dis
advantaged children. 

Unneeded weapons, excessively compli
cated, and uncertain to work effectively when 
the crunch really comes, padded by cost 
over-runs and expensive gimmickry, do not 
add to the national security. And because 
modern weapons have become so costly, every 
one of them takes a massive toll of the tax
payer, either in extra taxes he must pay 
or in truly vital public services he must do 
without. 

At the same time that this huge and un
necessary expansion in military spending is 
being put in motion, the Administration has 
been wringing its hands over increased do
mestic federal expenditures, claiming that 
growth in federal civllian outlays has caused 
the infl.a tion. While his Secretary of Defense 
is browbeaiting Congress for a $7 b1llion in
crease in military appropria,tions, President 
Nixon vetoes an ,appropriation bill for health, 
education and welfare because it contains 
$1.8 billion more than he recommended. In 
the words of the Nixon veto message. "Ex
ceeding my budget recommendation by $1.8 
billion, this blll is a perfect example of that 
kind of reckless federal spending that just 
cannot be done without more taxes or more 
inflation. . . ." A,ppa.rently $1.8 billion for 
aid to central city schools, mental health, 
community heaLth grants and medical re
search is inflationary while a $7 billion in
crease for piling arms on top of arms is not. 
(In fact, in the case of school aid and mental 
health, the original Nixon budget did not 
even provide enough money to cover the 
erosion inflicted by inflation.) 

The Administration lobbied vigorously and 
used every influence it could muster to ini
tiate the crash development of the new Tri
dent missile submarine, even before the 
latest improvements have been completed on 
existing submarines. The crash nature of the 
program poses grave risks of bottlenecks and 
technical failures and huge cost overruns 
and will add about $2¥2 billion to the military 
budget each year for many years to come. 
Yet, at almost the same time, President Nixon 
vetoed a child care and child development 
bill aimed at providing decent day care ar
rangements for the children of working 
mothers. 

The Administration has given a clear view 
of where its prior1.ties lie. Through a com
bination of misguided budgetary and eco
nomic policies it incurred a budget deficit of 
$23 billion in the fiscal year just ended, ls 
well on its way to a record-breaking deficit 
of over $36 b1llion this year, and faces the 
prospect of large deficits in fiscal years 1974 
and 1975. At the same time it has committed 
itself to a major new expansion in the arms 
race, adding tens of billions of dollars to the 
budget. Confronted with the deficit-produc
ing consequences of its past economic poll
cles, worried a.bout the pollt1cal conse-
quences ot inflation, but stlll obstinately 
committed to major increases tn the mllltary 

r,udget, it has chosen the only strategy left 
open. By pressure on Congress, vetoes of 
civilian appropriation b1lls, and a constant 
drum.fl.re of talk about "excessive spending," 
it first seeks to cut back domestic programs. 
But knowing deep down that this will not 
succeed-it is also seeking to blame the Con
gress for the eventual tax increase which its 
own military spending will inevitably re
quire-after all the $1.8 billion "saved" by 
vetoing the HEW appropriation blll is only 
one-fourth of this year's $7 billion rise in 
mllitary appropriations. 

ARE LARGE DEFENSE BUDGETS NEEDED FOR 
ECONOMIC PROSPERITY? 

Full employment and prosperity do not 
depend upon large outlays for defense. There 
is no law of nature or of economics which 
says that workers producing airplanes must 
produce those airplanes or nothing else; that 
returning Vietnam veterans can do nothing 
else but soldier. Workers a.re employed be
cause their employer can sell the goods or 
services they produce. If military procure
ment is cut, the demand for peacetime goods 
and serv1ces--public and private-must be 
correspondingly raised to harness the re
leased work forces to meet tangible domestic 
needs. The federal government has the re
sponsib111ty and the means to make sure that 
the necessary peacetime markets a.re, avail
able, and tha,t adequate transition measures 
are provided for those whose jobs a.re affected 
during the periord of change. When the de
mand for swords abates, the demand for 
plowshares can and must be increased. 

Time and again over the past three and 
a half years, the Nixon Administration has 
blamed rising unemployment and a sagging 
economy on cutbacks in military spending 
and lower combat activity in Vietnam. Un
employment is the price of peace, accord
ing to this view. lt is the same view espoused 
by Marx and Lenin, who preached that the 
free enterprise system would collapse with
out the stimulus of heavy arms spending. 
This view of free enterprise is just as false 
coming from a Republican administration as 
it was coming from Marx and Lenin. 

There a.re two basic elements of a policy 
to make sure that military budget cutbacks 
do not lead to unemployment: 

1. As fewer doll,ars are spent on military 
goods, additional dolla.rs must be promptly 
channeled into the purchase of peacetime 
goods. The government has three ways of 
ensuring that this will happen. First, dol-
1ars cut from the defense budget can be 
used for other high prioritry public needs
better schools, pollution abatement equip
ment, national park development, urban 
tr,ansit, and the like. Every dollar so devoted 
will lead to the hiring of women and men 
by an equal-indeed in most oases by a 
Larger-amount than the corresponding de
fense dollar. Second, dollars cut from the de
fense budget can be handed back to the tax
payer in various forms, so the taxpayer can 
spend the money to buy more of the things 
he or she needs. Greater demand for auto
mobiles, appll.a.nces, clothing, and recrea
tion will lead to higher employment. Third, 
by pursuing a policy of low interest rates, 
the government can stimulate the building 
of houses and an expansion of private in
vestment, both of which lead to greater em
ployment and earnings. 

The proper mixture of additional public 
spending, tax cuts, and monetary ease de
signed to offset the impact of lower military 
spending is a subject over which reasonable 
people can differ. But whatever the combi
nation, the federal government can insure 
the additional markets for peacetime goods 
and services which wlll guarantee produc
tive employment for those previously turn
ing out weapons of war. Indeed, conversion 
from a war to a. peace economy need not be 
an occasion of unemployment. It can be a 
welcome opportunity to employ women and 
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men in producing the goods for a peacetime 
economy to enjoy. 

2. An additional set of policies which must 
be adopted to accompany reductions in mili
tary spending encompasses conversion meas
ures for specific localities and particular 
skllls. Even when the government under
takes actions to stimulate overall markets 
and employment, it wlll stlll be necessary 
to deal with special problems which arise in 
a.rea.s heavily dependent upon defense con
tracts and among workers with special skills. 
It is neither fair nor efficient to make a few 
workers pa.y a.ll the costs for a conversion 
program that benefits the entire nation. 

Both of these policies require advance 
planning. It takes time to plan a.nd launch 
new peacetime public ventures. Monetary 
policy acts to stimulate housing and invest
ment only after some time lag. Consequently, 
reductions in m111ta.ry spending and the off
setting measures to stimulate peacetime 
markets must be carefully scheduled in ad
vance, so that as the one is reduced the other 
is increased in a timely fashion. Waiting un
til m111ta.ry spending has been actually cut 
back before beginning the counter measures 
is a policy guaranteed to result in unemploy
ment. 

The Nixon Administration refuses to en
gage in such planning. The prior Adminis
tration ha.d developed a. series of plans for 
dealing with defense cutbacks, through a 
special planning committee headed by the 
then Chairman of the Council of Economic 
Advisors. The Nixon Administration ignored 
these plans and did not develop any of its 
own. As a consequence of neglect by the fed
eral government, hundreds of thousands 
of defense and aerospace workers-as well 
a.s returning Vietnam veterans-have been 
added to the already swollen ranks of the 
jobless. For the first time since the United 
States became an industrial giant, the citi
zens of a Japanese city (Kobe) have donated 
a ton of foodstuffs to needy Americans in 
Seattle. Many of the recipients were unem
ployed scientists, engineers, a.nd technicians; 
an estimated 100,000 of these highly-skllled 
professionals are now needlessly jobless 
throughout the country. 

The response of the Nixon Administration 
to this situation has been to blame unem
ployment on the "transition from a. wartime 
to a peacetime economy," while giving no 
advance notice of layoffs, providing no lead
ership to the concerned groups, and offering 
miniscule but highly-publicized retraining 
programs to a handful of unemployed scien
tists and engineers. The full burden of lay
offs has fallen on the employees and their 
communities. But it was not the cuts in 
mllitary and aerospace spending alone that 
ca.used the present high unemployment. It 
was the cuts, combined with a.n anti-infla
tion program that sacrificed workers' jobs in 
an attempt to sta.b111ze prices, a.nd combined 
with inexcusable refusals to do anything but 
"rely on the free market economy" and on 
inadequate unemployment compensation to 
assist unemployed workers in ma.king the 
transition to other jobs. 

our plans for insuring a fair a.nd prosper
ous transition to a. less wasteful level of mili
tary spending are- set forth in a. subsequent 
section of this paper. 

There is one special aspect of the military 
procurement budget which is sometimes used 
to justify unnecessarily high defense spend
ing. Because there is often a. very large 
scientific a.nd technological component to 
modern weapons, it is alleged that their pro
duction stimulates technological advances 
and thereby benefits the rest of society. To 
a limited extent that is true. But production 
and deployment of technically advanced 
weapons is a.n exceedingly inefficient way to 
provide for civilian technological improve
ment. If we want to find out somet hing a.bout 
technically advanced mass tr.a.nsit systems 
or novel pollution control methods, we are 

far more likely to do so by devoting research 
dollars to those specific purposes than by 
giving dollars to the Pentagon for more over
klll in nuclear weapons a.nd hoping that 
somehow, something with peactime uses ma.y 
result. The only reason th.at defense spending 
seems to benefit civ111a.n technology is that 
we have been much more wllling in the past 
to lavish money on defense than on civilian 
research. 

Developing a. specific program to channel 
pa.rt of those defense dollars into peacetime 
purposes would not only help meet some of 
the nation's most pressing problems, it 
would also provide highly useful employment 
to scientists and engineers previously en
gaged in defense production. 

CONCLUSIONS 

In 1953, President Eisenhower warned 
that: 

"Every gun that is made, every warship 
launched, every rocket fired, signifies, in the 
final sense, a. theft from those who hunger 
and a.re not fed, those who a.re cold a.nd a.re 
not clothed. 

"The world in arms is not spending money 
a.lone. It is spending the sweat of its la.borers, 
the genius of its scientists, .and the hopes of 
its children . . . This is not a. wa.y of life at 
a.ll, in a.ny true sense. Under the cloud of 
threatening wa.r, it is humanity hanging on 
a. cross of iron." 

Mindful of those warnings, we conclude 
that: 

1. It is now more clear than ever that we 
must eliminate unnecessary military spend
ing if we a.re to achieve sustained full em
ployment a.nd true security. 

2. Under the current programs of the Nixon 
Administration the m111ta.ry budget will ex
pand dramatically over the next several 
years, increasing by $22 blllion a.nd reaching 
$100 billion per year by fiscal 1977. 

3. The true cost of that expansion lies in 
the urgently needed public a.nd private goods 
a.nd services which will have to be foregone 
to pa.y for unneeded weapons a.nd forces. 

4. Given the mllitary priorities a.nd budget 
policies of the Nixon Administration, both 
inflation a.nd a. ta.x increase will shortly 
become inevitable. 

5. The Administration is seeking to avoid 
the onus of such a.n increase by attempting 
to blame growing civilian expenditures for 
budgetary problems, which in fact have been 
created by its m111ta.ry priorities and high
unemployment economic policies. 

6. Presidential vetoes of civ111a.n a.ppro
prla.tlon bllls will dam.age important social 
programs, but will not "save" enough to a.void 
the inflation and tax increase towards which 
Administration policies are headed. 

III. STRATEGIC ARMS 

(Presented by Vice Chairman 
Herbert Scoville, Jr.) 

BASIC OBJECTIVES 

The overriding objective of the United 
States strategic arms policy must be to in
sure that nuclear warfare never breaks out. 
In the less than thirty years since the de
struction of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by two 
fission bombs dropped by slow propeller
driven aircraft, the United States and the 
U.S.S.R. each have deployed more than 1,500 
strategic ballistic missile delivery systems 
equipped with several thousand fusion de
vices that cannot be recalled once launched 
or intercepted by the other side. This is the 
chilling reality of the present nuclear a.ge. 
A strategic nuclear exchange between the 
U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. would mean the end 
of both countries and at least the northern 
hemisphere as we know it today. 

Absolute defense against nuclear a.tta.ck 
is impossible, and, given the destructive 
power of even a few nuclear weapons, a. par
tial defense ls of no value. The basic mission 
of the U.S. strategic forces is thus to prevent 
devastation by deterring nuclear aggression. 

This means maintaining the unquestionable 
a.b111ty to absorb a first strike and retaliate 
with enough force to inflict unacceptable 
damage in return, thus preventing nuclear 
war against the U.S. by making it an act of 
national suicide for the aggressor. 

Agreements for arms control-properly 
negotiated and carried out--a.re a.n impor
tant step in reaching the basic objective of 
mutual nuclear deterrence. The SALT agree
ments-agreements which are based on prep
arations begun under Democratic leadership 
but which were delayed by Nixon tactics-
could be such a. step. By placing formal re
straints on certain offensive a.nd defensive 
strategic nuclear weapons systems, they could 
make possible further restraints-either in
formally, through mutual restraint, or for
mally through SALT II agreement. The Nixon 
Administra toin, however, seems determined 
to use the SALT agreements as a. hunting 
license to step up the arms race in all areas 
not strictly covered by SALT. At best this 
course of action is a. misguided approach to 
the objectives of the U.S. in the field of stra
tegic arms. At worst, this course of action ls a. 
cynical perversion of the purposes of the 
SALT agreement. In either event, it has the 
effect of a sabotaging of the major bi-partisan 
effort to reduce the intensity of the arms race 
by using it as an excuse for intensifying the 
arms race. It ls tragic that this process was 
begun before the ink was dry a.nd has con
tinued throughout the process of ratification. 

The potential advantage of the SALT agree
ments is that they recognize the existence 
of mutual deterrence. To support the ob
jective of mutual deterrence, we must not 
only have the forces necessary for a secure 
deterrent, but we must adopt a national at
titude and program which understands and 
recognizes the present strength of that de
terrent on both sides and does not a.ppea.r 
to undercut the security of the Soviet deter
rent or to belittle the strength of our own. 

Having a.t la.st achieved-through SALT-
a. recognition that world security rests on 
enduring mutual deterrence, we must not 
now use the agreement a.s an excuse for 
embarking on the development of new 
weapon systems which can only feed a. new 
arms race a.nd thus undermine enduring 
mutual deterrence. Take, as one lllustratlon, 
the Multiple Independently Targetable Re
entry Vehicles (MIRV's). The U.S. originally 
embarked on its program for developing 
MIRV's because of a. concern that a. mas
sive Soviet ABM deployment might neutral
ize our strategic power and thus erode the 
security of our deterrent. With ABM treaty 
in the SALT agreements, this cannot hap
pen. There is therefore no reason for us to 
develop more advanced MIRV systems. There 
ls every reason for not doing so because this 
could persuade the Soviets that we are 
attempting to develop a first-strike capa
b111ty and threaten the very viablllty of 
SALT. 

At the same time we should not belittle 
the strength of our own deterrent. We have 
recently been subjected to a. stream of mis
leading statements of U.S. weakness or in
feriority, based on meaningless numerical 
comparisons. It may well be that the Soviets 
see these statements as what they are-crude 
attempts to blackmail the Congress and the 
public into approving funds for many addi
tional weapon systems. But should the 
Soviets take these official statements seri
ously-a. possibility which we cannot ex
clude-they may believe we have doubts 
about the credibility of our deterrent--a 
belief that might encourage adventurism on 
their part. A graver risk is that this false 
"calamity-howling" will confuse and a.la.rm 
our allies. It should stop. 

The Nixon Administration gives a. variety 
of excuses for its strategic weapons accelera
tion. Some of its spokesmen profess their 
adherence to the concept of nuclear superi
ority. But nuclear superiority has little 
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quite loose, however, and indeed encourage 
such a practice. We should avoid this pitfall 
and instead exercise mutual restraint so that 
it may be possible to take steps to start con
trolling the qualitative race on strategic of
fensive weapons. The loopholes in the In
terim Agreement must be closed, and its ta.cit 
endorsement of technological competition 
must be reversed. Arms control agreements 
must not become the excuse for escalating 
arms budgets. The administration requests 
for accelerated strategic weapons programs 
immediately after signing the Moscow Agree
ments are inexcusable in this period when 
our nat ional resources should be committed 
to our most urgent national needs. 

Every effort should be made to achieve 
control on MIRV's, whose acquisition by the 
Soviets could, if they were sufficiently ac
curate and numerous, cause concern that 
they might be a threat to the landbased por
tion of our deterrent. Actions taken during 
the la.st three years both in negotiations and 
in our unilateral MIRV deployments, and in 
particular our widely published plans to de
velop a hard target MIRV, preclude any 
meaningful efforts to restrict this potentially 
destabilizing type of weapon. Restraint in 
our development programs must be exercised 
and a realistic proposal for limiting MIRV 
developments must be put forward. The pro
posed U.S. development of an advanced ac
curate MIRV system for destroying hard 
targets such as missile silos will be of no real 
use to us and its only an invitation to the 
USSR to develop a system which at some 
future date might threaten our Minuteman. 

The Chinese cannot for many decades de
velop strategic forces which could in any 
way threaten the U.S. deterrent: However, 
in time, the Chinese can acquire an in
dependent deterrent of their own, and no 
military action on the part of the United 
States can prevent this. The best means of 
restraining Chinese nuclear developments 
will be in the area of arms control and a 
primary objective of our strategic policies 
should be to attempt to open a dialogue with 
the Chinese in this area. 

We should negotiate a comprehensive nu
clear test ban, which would not only restrain 
the never ending qualitative improvements 
in nuclear weapons, but which, together with 
the Non-Proliferation Treaty, would also de
crease the risks that other nations will 
acquire them and plunge us all into a nuclear 
catastrophe. If serious negotiations on a test 
ban treaty are undertaken the pressures on 
China and France to join arms control dis
cussions would be greatly increased. Despite 
major improvements in seismic veri.fl.ca.tion 
capabllities and greatly decreased require
ments for additions to our already large 
variety of tested nuclear explosives, the Ad
ministration has not changed its negotiating 
position on a comprehensive test ban from 
that which existed in 1968. The difficulty of 
reaching agreement for on-site inspections 
no longer is a reason for not negotiating a 
test ban. It is now merely an excuse. 

The life of our submarine missile deter
rent force can best be extended by negotiat
ing controls on antisubmarine warfare tech
niques and tactics, which have particular 
application to the destruction of ballistic 
missile submarines. This would be more ef
fective and far cheaper than building an 
expensive replacement for Polaris. 

The practice of procuring weapons as "bar
gaining chips" for arms control negotia.tlons 
must be discontinued. The true bargainlng 
chip is the ability or threat ·to buy, not the 
purchase itself, because experience has 
shown that once the weapons system 1s ac
quired it is not likely to be negot1a.tecl away. 
It has been demonstrated by the Moscow 
Agreements that procuring weapons for ne
gotl.a.ting purposes only serves either to in
crease the levels of the armaments on both 
sides, or to prevent achieving any Umitatlon 
at all. 

The application of the "bargaining chip'' 
theory by the NiXon administration led to 
the expensive decision to commence deploy
ment of the Safeguard ABM. As a result, the 
ultimate treaty permits a limited ABM 
which neither we nor the Soviets need. The 
application of the "bargaining chip" theory 
led to our premature MIRV development. 
This itself has made it difficult if not im
possible to obtadn agreement on a genera.I 
ban on MIRV deployment. It provides a 
stimulus to a Soviet MIRV deployment which 
could again spur the nuclear arms race. 

We should not make the mistake again. 
CONCLUSIONS 

( 1) The overriding objective of our stra
tegic nuclear policy is to deter any nation 
from initiating a nuclear attack against the 
United States or its allies. Our policy must 
be to obtain this objective through secure 
mutual nuclear deterrence. Arms control 
agreements--properly negotiated and carried 
out---are essential steps in carrying out this 
policy. 

(2) The Moscow SALT agreements are im
portant in that they recognize the existence 
of secure mutual nuclear deterrence. They 
should be supported by a policy of mutual 
restraint in those areas not foreclosed by 
provisions of the agreement. The agreements 
should not be sabotaged-as the NiXon ad
ministration proposals would do by using 
them as a "hunting license" for expensive 
new weapons systems not only rendered un
necessary by the ABM ban but also threat
ening the continued viabi11ty of SALT itself 
by persuading the Soviets that we are at
tempting to undermine mutual deterrence. 

( 3) Nuclear superiority ls meaningless 
when both the U.S. and the USSR have to
day sufficient weapons to kill tens or even 
hundreds of miillons of people. Today the 
two nations have a strategic parity of deter
rence and this condition will continue for 
the foreseeable future; however, numerical 
parity in ea.ch type of strategic weaponry 
is a false goal in light of the wide differences 
between the two countries in technology and 
geographic factors. 

( 4) The Polaris-Poseidon fleet should not 
be replaced now by the Trident submarine 
system. This repl.acement is unnecessary; 
there is now no serious threat to the security 
of the Polaris-Poseidon system. This replace
ment would be expensive, it would cost at 
least $80 billion; and it could even be dan
gerous, since its design and deployment, be
fore we know a future threat, could give 
us a false sense of safety if any unantici
pated threat should develop. 

(5) The two ABM systems permitted but 
not required under the SALT agreements do 
not contribute to our security and should 
not be developed. Our ABM program should 
be concentrated on research rather than on 
deploying expensive systems tha.t we do not 
need. 

(6) Weapons procurement must not be
come the slave to technological innovation. 
New weapons systems should be developed 
only when they implement our basic objec
tive of mainta4ning a secure nuclear deter
rent. Research and development should be 
pushed on the frontiers of science, but not 
for replacing today's weapons with yester
day's technology. 

(7) A major effort must be ma.de to fur
ther our national security through arms con
trol, with particular emphasis on strength
ening the Moscow agreements by placing 
limitations on desta.billzl.ng qualitative in
novations and by bringing China into arms 
control discussions. The fallacious "bargain
ing chip theory-which•' has already resulted. 
in an unnecessa,ry and expensive ABM de
ployment and a treaty permitting ABM sys
tems which neither we nor the Soviet.a 
need-must be abandoned. 

IV. GENERAL PURPOSE FORCES 

(Presented by Vice Chairman Gene La 
Racque, Rear Admiral, U.S. Navy, retired) 
Four of every fl ve dollars in the total de

fense budget are used to pay for general pur
pose forces: ground combat divisions of the 
Army and Marine Corps, tactical aircraft, 
naval warships ( except ballistic missile sub
marines) and the airlift and sea-lift forces 
required to support deployment of these ele
ments. We should rely upon general purpose 
forces to deter conventional aggression by 
the Soviet Union or China and, should de
terrence fail, to defend and counterattack. 

Our general purpose force posture is 
plagued by waste and inefficiency. The United 
States should have a leaner, tougher mili
tary force, but one that is fully adequate to 
meet American commitments and interests 
in the 1970's. To do this will require that 
outmoded concepts and wasteful practices 
be jettisoned and that a new approach be 
taken to revitalize America's general purpose 
military force. 
A. A NEW APPROACH TO GENERAL PURPOSE FORCE 

PLANNING 

Planning for today and tomorrow, not yes
terday. Significant political changes have 
taken place in the world during the past 
decade. Economic growth in Western Europe 
has continued and there has been clear 
progress toward a detente between our major 
NATO allies and the Warsaw Pact countries. 
At the same time, hostility between the so
viet Union and China has deepened, and a 
sizeable part of the increase in the Soviet 
mllitary budget during the late 1960's was 
used to finance a buildup along its China 
border. We still need a strong military force 
to protect our interests against possible So
viet or Chinese aggression. But our assess
ment of the world-wide "threat"-and the 
forces needed to meet it---must take account 
of these and other signi.fl.cant political 
changes. 

Policy must determine forces, not the other 
way around. Responsible mllitary planning 
must overcome inertia and the pressures of 
vested interests in order to eliminate older 
and less effective weapon systems, excess force 
units, and surplus bases. The fact that the 
United States now has some 300,000 troops 
in Europe 25 years after the end of World 
War II is not by itself sufflcient justification 
for retaining that number there indefinitely. 
Nor should we allow existing forces and bases 
elsewhere to create new political commit
ments to host countries or to generate pres
sures for m111tary solutions to essentially po
litical and social problems. We must main
tain and deploy forces to meet commitments, 
not find commitments to justify forces and 
bases. 

Our allies must bear their proper share of 
the collective burden. Most of our general 
purpose force expenditures are designed not 
to protect the continental United States 
against conventional attack, but to aid other 
countries in the defense of their own people 
and territory. United States interests are well 
served by commitments, such as those to 
Europe, to Japa.n and to Israel, and they must 
be honored. But we must not ignore the 
capabilities of our allies when we plan our 
own force structure. Nor should we bear a 
disproportionate share of the collective de
fense burden. 

In weapons development policies, tech
nology should not become an end in itself 
and intraservice rivalries should be curbel 
The millta.ry services 1n recent yea.rs have 
shown a tendency to acquire weapons which 
have been more noteworthy for their tech• 
nological complexity than their basic mlli
tary effectiveness. All too often, these exces
sively complex weapons have performed worse 
under combat conditions than the less exotic 
systems they were designed to replace, or the 
simpler weapons in the enemy's inventory. 
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Moreover, the high unit costs of these new 
weapons have a dangerous effect on our force 
structure. As the Senate Armed Services 
Committee noted last year: 

"If we can afford a permanent force struc
ture of only one-fifth as many fighter air
crafts or tanks as our potential adversaries
because our systems are about five times 
more expensive than theirs-then a future 
crisis may find us at a sharp numerical dis
advantage." 

We must also put an end to wasteful paro
chialism among the military services in the 
weapons procurement process. There is no 
demonstrable reason why each service must 
have its own close support aircraft, its own 
heavy lift helicopter, its own early warning 
and reconnaissance planes, and its own 
fighter planes. The F-4, for example, has 
served successfully as the firstline fighter for 
the Air Force, Navy and Marine Corps. Com
monality must not be stressed to the point 
where important and incompatible capabili
ties are compromised, but the individual 
services must complement each other in de
fending the United States and not just com
pete with each other for the largest share 
of the United States defense budget. 

Support elements for our combat forces 
must be in proportion to our combat capa
bility. We have military forces for their com
bat capability. Support elements are justified 
only to the extent that they are needed to 
maintain that capability. At present, how
ever, our military forces have too few fight
ers and too many rear echelon support, staff, 
and adminiStrative personnel, and thiS 
"teeth-to-tail" ratio is out of balance. We 
now have assigned to top-level headquarters 
( corps-level and above) enough manpower 
to man nine additional Army divisions. This 
situation has grown worse under the Nixon 
administration because cuts in support man
power have not kept pace with cuts in com
bat forces. 

Force planning must take account of our 
mobility and our potential mobilization. 
Geographical considerations, coupled with 
our naval power and airlift and sea-life ca
pability, give us a worldwide mobility poten
tial that is vastly superior to that of the 
Soviet Union or China. There can never be 
enough forces at any single place where 
fighting may start to cover every conceivable 
contingency. Therefore, we should deploy 
overseas only the forces required to make 
clear our determination to use military force 
in defense of our interests, to repel any lim
ited conventional attack and to blunt larger 
attacks until reinforcements can arrive. To 
support these active duty forces we need a 
revitalized and modern mobilization capac
ity; this would significantly improve our 
overall capabilities while at the same time 
it would decrease correspondingly, the size 
of our more costly active forces deployed in 
the United States and abroad. 

We should continue to dismantle our ex
cessive and anachronistic overseas base and 
deployment structure. For example, there iS 
no military need for our residual forces in 
Korea, and our commitment to the security 
of Japan can be abundantly demonstrated 
in other ways. Agreement has already been 
reached with the People's Republic of China 
to remove the troops in Taiwan. The remote 
threat of Soviet or Chinese aggression against 
our Pacific allies can be adequately deterred 
and, if necessary, repulsed, by our airpower 
and the Seventh Fleet. The greater part of 
the more than 125,000 military personnel 
still engaged in fighting the Vietnam war 
would, of course, be returned to the United 
States with the ·termination of that tragic 
and misguided involvement. 

Planning should recognize the potential 
for arms control agreements covering con
ventional, as well as nuclear arms. If the 
United States limits its forces and deploy
ment only to those it genuinely needs, then 
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it would encourage other nations to exercise 
similar restraint, because it would be in their 
own interest. If our restraint is reciprocated 
by our potential adversaries, the forces genu
inely needed by both sides will be able to 
decline further, and both express and ta.cit 
agreements restricting mutual force deploy
ments should become easier to achieve. If 
this restraint is not matched, further re
ductions would have to be deferred, but the 
forces retained would be sufficient to safe
guard our interests. 

Adoption of these new force planning prin
ciples is urgently needed, but they must be 
carried out in such a way that disruption 
and dislocation will be minimized both at 
home and abroad. On the domestic front, 
this will require an effective program of ecq
nomic conversion to insure that affected in
dustrial workers and geographic areas do not 
alone pay the price for restoring a balance to 
our national priorities. Internationally, 
changes in forces and deployments will have 
to be taken gradually and in full consulta
tion with our allies. Through careful plan
ning and consultation, both allies ancl po
tential adversaries must be made to under
stand that a new approach to force planning 
maintains forces which are fully adequate to 
meet our international needs and obligations. 

B. APPLICATION OF THE NEW PRINCIPLES TO 
THE DEFENSE POSTURE 

Applying these new force planning prin
ciples to produce a detailed defense program 
is an immensely complicated task, and a 
variety of alternative programs consistent 
with the principles can be constructed. The 
following illustrative examples show how 
these principles might be applied to specific 
elements of America's general purpose forces. 

Tactical Air Capabilities. Increased em
phasis should be placed on the most impor
tant tactical air missions: battlefield air su
periority and close air support. Deep inter
diction of logistics and communication lines, 
the limited effectiveness of which has been 
amply demonstrated in Indochina, should be 
relegated to a subordinate role. The ability to 
meet these high priority tactical air missions 
can be assured by the development of low 
cost air superiority aircraft (a lightweight 
fighter) and close support aircraft (the A-X) 
designed from the bottom up specifically for 
these missions. 

Naval Forces. We can reduce the number of 
aircraft carriers in the fleet, while maintain
ing and in some areas increasing our naval 
forces devoted to other missions now provid
ing tactical air power. Aircraft carriers have 
become increasingly vulnerable to new air, 
surface, and submarine weapons which have 
been developed during the past decade. In 
light of this vulnerability and the high costs 
of sustained carrier operations, the Air Force 
should have primary responsibility for pro
viding taotica.l air support to our ground 
forces. The Navy's principal missions should 
be to keep sea lanes open and to provide a 
capability for mobile force projection into 
areas of critical concern. Since there are now 
16 aircraft carriers, six of which ( counting 
one nearly complete) were colllmi.ssioned 
since 1960, there is no need for the new air
craft carrier, the CVN-70. which according to 
the Pentagon, will cost $1 billion. Similarly, 
the very large naval escort construction pro
gram currently underway should be sea.led 
back substantially. 

Land, Forces. We must give full effect to 
the increased capa.b111ties which can be 
achieved through better utilization of our 
mobilization capabilities and an improve
ment in our "teeth-to-tall" ratio. It would be 
possible for us to maintain virtually un
changed combat capabilities at substantially 
reduced costs if we eliminated unneeded 
command and support personnel, and re
turned to a concept of field deployment more 
spartan than our current overseas American 
suburbs. 

C. OUR COMMITMENTS 

Although new conditions will require re
view of military commitments made in other 
times and circumstances, the United States 
will obviously continue, in its own interest, 
to be associated with various forms of joint 
defense arrangements in many areas-NATO, 
Europe, Israel, Japan, Australia, and New 
Zealand, to name only the most obvious. The 
ability of forces planned under the guide
lines outlined above to meet our commit
ments in the future is illustrated by con
sideration of the cases of NATO Europe and 
Israel. 

NATO. The security of Europe 1S a joint in
terest and a joint responsibiliity of the United 
States and other NATO nations. In the un
likely event of a full-scale war in Europe, the 
full potential of NATO and the Warsaw Pact 
forces, including their mobilization poten
tial, would be brought to bear. Accordingly, 
United States forces deployed in Europe must 
be sufficient, together with their allied 
counterparts, to leave no doubt about the 
seriousness of our mllitary commitment to 
Europe and to convince the Warsaw Pact 
that any idea it may have about a "quick vic
tory" or military threats for political pur
poses is impossible. 

The American political commitment to 
NATO requires a substantial investment of 
military forces. But there iS no legitimate 
requirement indefinitely to keep the current 
319,000 level of European deployment. A 
reduced number, properly constituted, de
ployed, and equiped, backed by a revitalized 
mobilization and re-inforcement, capability 
would do the job as well. Any reduction in 
U.S. forces in Europe must be preceded by 
extensive consultations with our NATO allies 
although the ultimate decision on the re
deployment of a sovereign nation's forces 
must rest with that nation. 

NATO forces in Europe must always be 
capable of effectively blunting any Warsaw 
Pact advance in its early stages. An improved 
United States moblllzation capability would 
enable NATO at least to match Warsaw Pact 
forces in the event of full mobilization cap
ability on each side, even after reductions in 
U.S. deployed forces in Europe. This balance 
of conventional military forces, coupled with 
the risks of nuclear escalation inherent in a 
major conventional conflict backed by a fl.rm 
American commitment should be fully suffi
cient to deter the outbreak of large-scale 
conventional conflict in Europe. 

Israel. We must give full support to Israel's 
defense of her right to live Within secure 
and defensible borders. 

Military equipment. Israel has dramati
cally demonstrated to the world that, given 
the necessary tools, she can defend herself 
against the threats posed by her neighbors, 
singly or in combination, but Israe1 ·must be 
provided both the credits and military mate
rial needed to deter such aggression and to 
defend herself should hostilities again occur. 

American presence. The United States 
mvst maintain forces of its own in the 
Mediterranean to symbolize our resolve to 
neutralize any threat to Israel's security in
volving the Soviet Union. Actual use of these 
forces would be necessary only in the event 
of direct intervention by Soviet combat 
forces. Israeli leaders have themselves em
phasized their confidence in their ability to 
cope with local threats without direct 
United States involvement. Nevertheless, the 
continued peacetime presence of the Sixth 
Fleet is essential to signal our interest in 
the Middle East and to deter Soviet pressure 
on Israel. 

D. WHAT IT MIGHT TAKE TO DO THE JOB 

The prospects of a conventional war with 
the Soviet Union have reduced over time 
and today they must be considered remote, 
if not Inconceivable, given the terrible risks 
of escalation of nuclear war. But untll there 
has been a basic change in the nature of 
international relations, the United States, 
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along with its a.mes, must continue to have 
sufficient general purpose forces to give 
credibllity to our support of alliance obli
ga.tlons, both in our diploma.tic efforts a.nd, 
if need be, in warfare. Waste and inefficiency 
deblllta.te our forces. We must endeavor to 
make them "lean" and combat ready. 

What a.re the "threats" that U.S. armed 
forces manpower must defend a.ga.lnst? The 
Defense Department has postulated the 
"threat" of Soviet aggression in Europe in 
these terms: 

"While we do not consider aggression by 
the USSR likely ln the present political cli
mate the fact remains that the Soviets have 
a vital interest in preserving the status quo 
tn Central Europe. A crisis that could lead 
to a conflict could a.rise if the political situ
ation substantially changed tn a wa.y which 
threatened the USSR or its hegemony over 
Eastern Europe. Such a. crisis could escalate 
to hostllities." (emphasis added) 

To meet this rather vague and unlikely 
"threat" the United States is currently keep
ing 819,000 mlllta.ry personnel on duty ln 
Europe. This is a greater number than we 
had there immediately prior to the Berlin 
bulldup of 1962. These mlllta.ry people are 
assigned as follows: 

U.S. EUROPEAN MANPOWER LEVELS 

U.S. Army, Europe: 
Divisions _____ ___ _ • 
Division support ___ _ 
Berlin brigade ___ __ _ 
Missile forces ___ • __ 
Strategic intelli-

Total 
manpower Combat 1 

64, 736 
89, 145 
3,860 

21, 218 

27, 210 
37, 440 

1, 621 
8, 912 

Support 1 

37, 526 
51, 705 
2,239 

12, 306 

gence and 
security_________ 32 ------------ 32 

Other service 
support.._________ 801 ---- -------- 801 

DOD/joint activities_ 726 ------------ 726 
Free world support. 294 ------------ 294 
General support 

forces______ ___ __ 2, 901 ------------ 2, 901 
Other commands/ 

agencies_________ 14, 678 ------------ 14, 678 
-~~-~~--~-~~-

To ta'---------- 198, 391 75, 183 123, 208 
Other elements: 

U.S. Air Force _____ _ 

u{ii~~i ~U::t~---
command, intel· 

ligence and 
communication. - -

Grand totaL __ _ 

50, 000 ------------------------

20, 000 -----------------------· 

50, 000 ------------------------

318, 391 _ -- __ -- -- -- -- __ • _ -_ -• -- • 

1 Computed on the Army division combat to support ratio 
of 42 to 58 percent. 

There are an a.dditlona.l 225,000 mllite.ry 
sponsored dependents in Europe. Consider
ing the emergency need to evacuate them, 
it is important to note that approximately 
26 % of these dependents a.re under three 
yea.rs of a.ge. 

A smaller a.mount of U.S. conventional 
manpower staitioned in Europe could actu
ally provide as much "fiexlbllity" as the pres
ent force without lowering the nuclear 
threshold-and a.t fa.r less cost. However, the 
present number of Gis stationed in Europe 
h.a.s been termed sacrosanct because of their 
supposed role as "hostages" a.nd "bargaining 
chips" ln vaguely projected discussions of 
Mllltua.l Balanced Force Reductions by NATO 
and the Warsaw Paot. Agreements between 
NATO and the Warsaw Pa.ct on mutual troop 
reductions should be pursued, but should not 
hold up measures to improve the efficiency of 
U.S. forces by substantially thinning out un
needed. non-combat personnel. 

In Asia., despite the improving climate 1n 
relations between North and South Korea, 
a.nd a North Korean offer for a mutual re
duction of military forces, the U.S. con
tinues to station 40,000 military personnel in 
South Korea.. One infantry division of less 
than 15,000 men is the principal combat ele-

ment of this U.S. force. There a.re few, 1f any, 
va.lid mllitary reasons for continuing (as we 
have for 22 years) to station a.n infantry 
division-backed up by thousands of support 
troop&-in South Korea. The South Korean 
Army proved its combat effectiveness in the 
Korean War and more recenrtly ln Vietnam. 
It ls nearly twice the size of the North Ko
rean Army and is backed up by a large trained 
militia.. There are no Soviet or Chinese divi
sions stationed 1n North Korea. U.S. man
power deployments in South Korea long a,go 
finished their original m.1ssion of bolstering 
South Korea's fighting ability. They now 
serve no legl,tlma.te military purpose 1n the 
defense of U.S. National Security and should 
be withdrawn. 

In Southeast Asia the Nixon Administra
tion continues to deploy roughly 125,000 mil
itary personnel in support of the armed forces 
of South Vietnam. U.S. mmtary personnel · 
have been advising and supporting these 
armed forces since 1956. If afrter a period of 
sixteen years of support South Vietnamese 
forces a.re still unable to "hack it" on their 
own, then the time has come to realize that 
further support a.nd advice would be to no 
a.van and to cease to deploy American mm
tary manpower ln such a. purposeless 
mission. 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. Reallstlc assumptions and principles 
must be utllized ln planning our general 
purpose force structure. These guidelines in
clude the following: 

(a.) Policy must determine forces, not vice 
versa.. 

(b) Our a.lies must assume a proper share 
of our common defense burden. 

( c) Forces should be prepared for today's 
conditions and tomorrow's, not World Wa.r n. 

(d) Combat-to-support and enllsted-to
officer personnel ratios should be much 
higher than at present. 

2. The a.ppllcatlon of the current guide
lines wlll enable us to meet our commitments 
at a. reduced cost due to the creation of a 
lean, ha.rd fighting force with capabllltles 
superior to the current fa.t mllltary estab
lishment. Spec11lcally: 

(a) Reduction in our forces currently sta
tioned 1n Europe can be achieved without 
weakening our NATO commitment. 

(b) We can and must provide Israel with 
the mllita.ry equipment it requires to cope 
with local threats and at the same time our 
mlllta.ry presence in the Mediterranean must 
dramatize our determination to protect 
Israel's security. 

( c) Unneeded and wasteful overseas devel
opments a.nd bases must be ellminated. 

V. MILITARY MANPOWER 

(Presented by Vice Chairman, James M. 
Gavin, lieutenant general, U.S. Army, re
tired) 
The cost of manpower ls more than half of 

this year's defense budget. Manpower has 
been by far the biggest single factor tending 
to increase mllitary spending. Between fiscal 
yea.rs 1964 and 1978, the Defense Depart
ment's budget rose by $25.7 billion. More than 
80 percent of this increase, or $20.8 billion, 
ca.me from increased pay a.nd allowances for 
military personnel a.nd civllia.ns employeJ. by 
the military. 

This sharp increase in the total cost of 
manpower has occurred despite the fa.ct that 
during this same period manpower itself de
clined by 326,000 people. 

No American can begrudge our fighting man 
the increases in pay and improvement in con
ditions which still fall wholly to compensate 
for the hazards, disruptions-and dedica
tion--of their jobs. But the total costs for 
rn1Utary manpower are so high as to suggest 
that more efficient use of manpower is an 
important place to find defense budget 
savings. 

TOP HEAVY FORCES 

The central problem is that our increas
ingly costly manpower is not being used 
efficiently. 

Our military forces are growing more and 
more top-heavy with officers. 

This fiscal year one active duty officer or 
noncommissioned officer is budgeted for each 

lower-ranking enlisted person (privates, sea
men and airmen). At the end of 1969 this 
ratio was one-to-two. 

This year there is one general or admiral 
for every 1,840 personnel. At the end of 1969 
this ratio was one to 2,900. 

To maintain these excessive ratios of sen
ior officers, our military forces contain un
necessary layers of command. 

The cost of maintaining the headquarters 
represented by these layers of command 
throughout the U.S. Armed Forces is $3.8 
billion this year. 

MEN AND FIGHTING UNITS 

There has been a steady decline in man
power efficiency in another sense. Year by 
year more a.nd more men a.re required to op
erate elements of our fighting forces. The 
Brookings Institution, in its study of the 
fiscal 1972 budget, found that the total Army 
manpower per active division had increased 
by 19 percent since 1964. It found that Navy 
manpower per ship increased 28 percent, a.nd 
Air Force manpower per aircraft rose 16 per
cent during the same period. During this pe
riod the ratio of combat to support person
nel in each service remained about the same
an indication that, while manpower per unit 
increased, combat effectiveness did not. The 
percentages of "combat sklll" personnel in 
each service a.re: 

Percent 
Army -------------------------------- 25 
Navy--------------------------------- 11 
Air Force_____________________________ 5 

?vlarines ------------------------------ 28 
Admiral Moorer told Congress February 17, 

1972, that whlle U .s. ground combat divisions 
had gone through improvements as to their 
equipment during the preceding year, " ... 
the overall readiness of these forces has 
tempora.rlly declined." He attributed this de
cline mostly to "severe personnel turbulence 
ca.used by heavier than expected cuts in the 
FY 1972 personnel strengths." It would be 
more accurate to say that the decline came 
from poor management of personnel rather 
tha.i:. from cuts themselves. 

A Defense Department ra.tlonallza.tlon has 
been that increased firepower of weapons 
enables us to klll massive numbers of people 
with fewer Americans assigned to combat 
duty while more Americans are assigned to 
support. But Vietnam is a vivid demonstra
tion that this formula. does not necessarlly 
mean military success. As the numbers of 
combat soldiers were lowered, we compen
sated with greater use of weapons of large 
scale destructlon-artlllery shells, airborne 
rockets and bombs-which have kllled many 
civ111ans, both 1n North and South Vietnam. 
But this indiscriminate use of firepower has 
done nothing to improve the prospects for 
a.n effective and accepted government in 
South Vietnam. 

ROTATION 

Servicemen in the U.S. military are trans
ferred from post to post far too frequently. 
This year the Defense Department is budget
ing for 87,800 non-productive personnel in 
transient status between assignments. This 
1s 3.7 percent of total manpower. A further 
example: In fiscal 1971 the Army made 
1,895,000 Permanent Change of Station 
(PCS) moves among its forces totaling 1,228,
ooo-an average of 1.5 moves per man dur
ing the year. 

The President's Blue Ribbon Defense 
Panel recommended in July, 1970, that this 
unnecessary rotation be reduced. It said: 
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"Officers and enlisted men are rotated 

among assignments at much too frequent 
intervals. It is clear from the evidence that 
rotation practices which have been followed 
result in (a.) excessive and wasteful cost (b) 
inefficiencies in management and (c) dif
ficulty in fixing responsibility." 

However, except for reduced coming and 
going from Vietnam, there has been no basic 
change in the rotation policy throughout 
the services. 

The constant moving a.bout is costly in 
human terms. Frequent separations hurt 
family life and morale. Endless rotation 
brings financial problems which ca.use skilled 
personnel to leave active service in search 
of more stable careers. Too many of the as
signments involved in the rotation a.re ones 
which military personnel realize have little 
or nothing to do with defense of their coun
try. This kind of duty dims ·the prospects 
of a.n all-volunteer Army no matter how 
much the pay. It makes for boredom, idle
ness, busywork and lack of sense of fulfilling 
national purpose. It results in low morale, 
low retention rates of personnel in the serv
ices and increased drug abuse in the armed 
forces. 

In many cases the constant change means 
that military personnel never learn more 
than the rudiments of their jobs. Sometimes 
there a.re more tragic consequences. The Sec
retary of Defense has allowed the Army to 
rotate combat commands in Vietnam every 
six months. This has ensured that a. larger 
number of career officers could get their 
"tickets punched" with combat command 
time---essentia.l for promotion. But it also· re
sults in less experienced leadership in com
bat. No doubt some of the 55,000 soldiers 
killed in Vietnam have pa.id with their lives 
for this inexperienced leadership. 

JUSTICE 

The state of mllita.ry justice also relates 
to efficiency of manpower. The U.S. military 
receives a.n extra. allotment of personnel from 
Congress to make up for those confined in 
the stockade and the brig. In fiscal 1972 this 
allotment was 24,000 men. The figure does 
not include man-hours lost in non-judicial 
punishment. Military justice is in dire need 
of overhauling to make it comparable with 
civilian systems. 

Military justice has never been a.n ade
quate resource for legal redress by those in 
the lower ranks. Far too many of our service
men view military courts as a.n instrument 
for punitive measures, rather than a.s a 
forum for a. fa.Ir, impartial hearing of their 
legal grievances. Servicemen have too long 
forfeited their basic constitutional rights. 
An oath to defend one's country should not 
warrant a.n acceptance of second-class citi
zenship status. Minority servicemen, who 
have historically represented a. dispropor
tionately high percentage of the lower mm
ta.ry ranks, have borne the weight of puni
tive dispensations by the military courts. 
Black G.I.'s compose 30.6% of those con
fined in the Army's world-wide stockade fa
cilities, over 54% of those in Air Force con
finement fa.cllities, 16.2 % of those in the 
Navy brigs and 21 % of those in Marine stock
ades. Less than 1 % of the military lawyers 
a.re Black. 

There is an undeniable need to redefine, 
to broaden and protect the constitutional 
rights of servicemen. Possibly a better sys
tem of mmtary justice would result in less 
manpower being wasted through punishment 
for offenses which a.re technical transgres
sions of military tradition rather than true 
crimes. More importantly, it would improve 
manpower efficiency through better morale, 
and it would correct a serious national short
coming. 

Testimony received before hearings con
ducted by the Black Congressional Caucus 
raised serious questions a.bout discrimlna.tory 
use of pre-trial confinement in the mmtary. 

The members of the Caucus recommended 
the establishment of more explicit pre-trial 
confinement conditions and a complete re
vision of the uniform code of military jus
tice which would remove from its jurisdic
tion offenses covered by existing civilian law. 

RACISM 

Reasoning that racism impairs defense 
readiness and operations, the official policy di
rectives of the Department of Defense strong
ly condemns racial discrimination. Much 
was done in the Kennedy and Johnson years 
to ensure equality of treatment for all mili
tary personnel. Yet the Congressional Black 
Caucus has reported in its hearings that this 
policy is sometimes subvetted by lower grade 
·commanders and senior non-commissioned 
officers, the people with whom the G.I. deals 
most of the time. Mr. Wallace Terry, former 
Saigon Chief for Time magazine, in testimony 
revealing findings from a. study he con
ducted in 1969, states: 

"Seventy-two percent of the Black enlisted 
men said that the military treats Whites bet
ter than Blacks, forty-eight percent of the 
officers agree. In the questions of promotion, 
sixty-four percent of the Blacks felt that 
Whites a.re promoted faster than Blacks, 
forty-five percent of the officers agree. Ha.If of 
the Black enlisted men and twenty-nine per
cent of the Black officers believe that Blacks 
a.re getting more dangerous duties than 
Whites. Sixty-one percent of the enlisted men 
and forty-one percent of the officers believe 
Whites a.re winning more medals than 
Blacks .. .'' 

According to the Caucus report, Black 
servicemen represented 12.1 % of all enlisted 
personnel in 1971, but Blacks were vastly 
overrepresented in the low-skilled combat 
specialities ( 16.3 % Black) and in the serv
ices and supply specialities (19.6% Bia.ck). 
They were far underrepresented in the com
munications and intelligence specialities 
(7% Black) and in the electronics equip
ment speciality (4.9% Black). Only 2.2% of 
all officers a.re Black. 

Racism also a.rises in the mllita.ry's medical 
operations. The Army makes no provisions 
for testing Black inductees for Sickle Cell 
Anemia.. There have been instances where 
those evidencing various forms of the disease 
have been denied medical discharges. The 
Air Force, on the other hand, enforces regu
lations barring personnel who show the sickle 
cell trait from flying status. Yet, further 
research is required before it can be ade
quately determined that having the sickle 
cell trait a.lone is a sufficient basis for re
stricting personnel from flying status. 

A disproportionately high number of less 
than' honorable discharges a.re given to 
Black G.I.'s. Recent Department of Defense 
figures show that of the total discharges 
given Blacks in 1970, 6% were given under · 
conditions other than honorable, a.s com
pared to only 3 % given to Whites under the 
same conditions. Thus discrimin'a.tory prac
tices continue to plague the minority service
men from induction through discharge. A 
growing number of Black veterans have 
issued complaints charging the Veterans 
Administration with discriminatory practices 
in providing technical training and educa
tional opportunities. The under-trained vet
eran returns to the job market a.t a. dis
advantage. 

It will be claimed that much progress has 
been ma.de. But there can be no excuse for 
any discrimination against those members 
of minority groups who serve in our armed 
forces. Awareness of the problem and deter
mination to end it a.re essential. 

DRUG ABUSE 

Drug abuse in the armed forces is wide
spread. In 1970 the Navy and Marin'e Corps 
discharged, or took dlsciplina.ry action 
against 12,000 men for drug addiction or 
drug related offenses. Thirty to forty per-

cent of the addicts serviced by this coun
try's drug rehabilitation and treatment pro
grams a.re ex-servicemen. There have been 
over 6,000 drug conn·ected other than honor
able discharges issued since the onset of our 
military involvement in Vietnam. The De
partment of Defense estimates that a mini
mum of 300,000 servicemen have become 
drug users in Vietnam. The Veterans Admin
istration handles less than 500 of the esti
mated 40,000 ex-servicemen addicts in New 
York-and V.A. primarily offers methadone 
treatment. 

Congressman Morgan F. Murphy (R-Ill) 
and Congressman Robert H. Steele (R-Conn) 
issued a. study on the "World Heroin Prob
lem," submitted to the Committee on For
eign Affairs. The study reveals the U.S. mm
tary's handling of the drug problem in South 
Vietnam. The military has launched a. four
point program consisting of education, 
amnesty, rehabilitation and suppression. 
Materials used in the education program 
have been criticized as inappropriate and 
ineffective. The amnesty program promises 
freedom from punishment in return for 
accepting medical treatment. Military offi
cials, fearful that the program would pro
vide a vehicle for escaping military duty, 
have limited the servicemen to one request. 
In 1971, 3,458 addicts in the service partic
ipated in the drug rehabilitation program. 
The recidivism rate was reported a.t 25%. 
However, follow-up and back-up services 
provided by the program a.re nominal. Mili
tary authorities have no adequate, reliable 
procedures for early detection of drug addic
tion. It is estimated that 10 to 15 percent 
of the Vietnam servicemen below the rank 
of sergeant a.re on heroin. 

Congressman John Murphy (D-N.Y.) re
cently stated in a. news conference at the 
National Democratic Club, that "The crisis 
of drug abuse facing the military is beyond 
the ca.pa.city of the individual services to 
cope with .. .'' In March, 1971, Mr. Murphy 
introduced a. Blll calling for more extensive 
use of other existing Federal programs for 
the treatment of G.I. addicts and an end 
to regulations which require dishonorable 
discharges for addicts. Much more definitive 
supports a.re needed for soldiers who a.re 
victims of this dread problem. Un'der the 
Nixon administration G.I. drug addiction has 
reached epidemic proportions. 

RESERVES 

On August 21, 1970, Secretary of Defense 
Melvin R. Laird announced a. major shift of 
policy-that National Guard and Reserve 
units, instead of draftees, would be relied 
upon to back up active forces 1n future emer
gencies. Unfortunately, in their present state 
of training, equipment and coordination 
with active forces, these reserves a.re simply 
not yet up to that job. 

In fiscal 1971, we spent $2.6 blllion on the 
dr111 pay of 874,344 of these reserve forces. 
Of that number 720, 760 were without prior 
military obligation. In their first six months 
they were given basic, advanced or specialist 
training, then were assigned to pa.rt-time 
training with reserve specialist training, then 
were a.signed to part-time training with 
reserve units. This pa.rt-time training has 
often been ineffective. Too often men 
assigned to reserve units a.re given 
duties different from the specialties in which 
they were trained initially. Too often they 
must train with obsolete equipment under 
officers not familiar with current military 
techniques. During the Vietnam buildup, 
when a. million young Americans were being 
drafted, roughly another mlllion were al
lowed to remain in pa.id status in the re
serves. 

This country is now spending $500 m1llion 
per year replenishing equipment of the re
serves-a. totally inadequate level 1! they 
are to have a real mission. It makes no sense 
to spend blllions on reserve pay while giving 
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None of the promises made for the Gama 

Goat have been fulfilled. Its unit cost is now 
more than $15,000 each and going up. It 
cannot be used to carry artillery pieces. It is 
inadequate as a platform for mounted 
weapons, and when it goes into the water, it 
sometimes sinks. Numerous components 
have been found defective and unsafe. De
liveries have been running a year late. The 
first 4,400 Gama Goats accepted by the Army 
were too faulty to be used and had to be 
placed in storage until repairs coUld be 
made. The vehicle was supposed to have the 
capability of completing 10,000 miles without 
a major failure, but it is so unreliable that 
the Army had to downgrade this requirement 
to a mere 75 miles. No private consumer 
would be satisfied with any new vehicle 
which had only a 75 mile warranty. 

After the expenditures of $400 million 
and five years of disappointing results in 
developing the Cheyenne helicopter, the 
Army was recently forced to cancel what had 
turned out to be a wasteful and extrav
agant attempt at constructing a close-sup
port aircraft. 

Upcoming programs threaten to repeat the 
recent miserable performance of the Penta
gon. The Army ts currently promoting its 
new SAM-D missile. Original price estimates 
for the missile program were $2.5 billion, 
but now, even in the planning stages, the 
price tag has been increased to $5.2 billion. 
And, with a realistic assessment of the threat 
and its ut1lity, SAM-D might well be the 
kind of weapon that should be scrapped. 

The examples of waste, mismanagement, 
and inefficiency are not unique to the C-5A 
LHA, DD-963, Gama Goat, Cheyenne, or the 
SAM-D. It is practically impossible to find 
a major weapon system with which this Ad
ministration has been associated that has 
not suffered a large cost overrun, import~nt 
technical deficiencies, or significant delays 
in schedUled deliveries. The most recent 
figures prepared by the General Accounting 
Office show that the costs of 45 major weap
ons have increased by $36.5 blllion over the 
amount originally planned for those same 
weapons. These overrun costs would have 
been even higher if all of the contracted 
weapons had been built. 

It ls a shocking fact that the Pentagon it
self does not know the complete number of 
major weapons currently in progress. Ac
cording to the General Accounting Office, the 
Pentagon does not maintain a central file on 
the total number of weapons being acquired 
or their costs. 

The relationship between the Pentagon and 
the defense industry is characterized by a 
series of abuses that make a mockery of free 
enterprise and the contract system of 
procurement. 

Most major contracts are awarded through 
negotiations between the Pentagon and a 
select elite of corporate giants rather than 
through competition. In 1971, only 10.7 per
cent of the $34.5 blllion in defense contracts 
was awarded competitively, the lowest level 
of competition in 20 years. The dominance of 
the big corporation and the lack of real ·com
petition adversely affects small business. In 
1971, the small business share of defense con
tracts amounted to only 16.4 percent of the 
total, the lowest level in eight years. 

About $14 billion worth of government
owned land, buildings, and equipment bought 
and paid for with taxpayer money, has been 
put into the hands of defense contractors
supposedly so they can be used on defense 
contracts. Most of this government-owned 
property is held by the giant firms, and in
vestigations by Congress have disclosed that, 
instead of being devoted to defense contracts, 
it ls often used without proper authoriza
tion on commercial work. Large amounts of 
equipment are simply hoarded by contractors 
who have no immediate use for it, while the 
government buys identical or similar new 

equipment for others who do need it. The 
Pentagon does not keep adequate inventories 
or utilization records for blllions of dollars of 
this government-owned property. 

Government-owned property in the hands 
of defense contractors has become a giant 
subsidy. It increases defense profits, encour
ages contracto;rs not to invest their own capi
tal, and permits the large firms to engage in 
unfair competition against small contractors 
and against firms who do not have defense 
contracts. 

Profits on many large defense contracts are 
beyond the level of what is fair and reason
able and can only be categorized as excessive. 

An inspection of 146 contracts held by some 
of the largest defense contractors revealed 
an average profit rate of 28.3 percent on their 
capital investment and 56.1 percent on total 
equity capital. Defense profits of some firms 
have averaged nearly 100 percent per year 
on capital investment. These windfall profits 
are another example of how the present 
procurement system disserves the public 
interest. 

What can be done to improve the military 
procurement system? 

CONCLUSIONS 

1. The first step should be to restore maxi
mum competition in the awarding of defense 
contFacts. This can be accomplished by 
reversing the trend toward the use of negotia
tion by breaking out subsystems and compo
nents of major weapon systems for competi
tive bidding and by developing a sound sys
tem of competitive prototypes. 

2. Whenever prototype development is 
feasible, each new weapon system should be 
independently tested and evaluated by a 
group which is not connected with any of 
the mllitary services. Independent test and 
evaluation will reveal early in a program the 
technical difficulties that exist before a 
weapon is put into full scale production. 
New weapons should be selected on the basis 
of their low price, high mllitary effectiveness 
and, y.rhenever feasible, on a competitive 
prototype basis. 

3. A strict Truth-in-Procurement policy 
should be followed. Requests for new pro
grams should be accompanied by candid, re
alistic estimates of full long-term costs so 
that Congress and the public will be aware, 
before approval is given, of the total ex
penditures that will be required. The needed 
cost estimating and program analysis capa
blllty should be established independent of 
the program advocates. 

4. Program management and procurement 
are handled today as routine service assign
ments. A full-time professional corps shoUld 
be created to deal with these specialized 
functions. 

5. Complete records and a central inven
tory of all major weapons should be main
tained and kept up-to-date. 

6. A comprehensive information system 
should be established to provide Congress 
and the publlc with periodic and timely re
ports of the costs, technical performance and 
dellvery schedules of all major weapon pro
grams. 

7. Pentagon experimentation with a 
"ShoUld Cost" analysis technique has iden
tified potentlal savings of 30-45% in program 
costs. This technique for identifying major 
opportunities for reducing the costs of weap
ons development and production should be 
actively implemented and aggressive action 
taken to realize the potential savings. 

VII. CONVERSION OF DEFENSE PRODUCTION To 
MEET DOMESTIC NEEDS 

(Presented by Vice Chairman Floyd Smith) 
THE PROBLEM 

Previous sections of this report have shown 
that military spending can be cut substan-
tially without dimtnishing the nation's se-

curity and without causing added unem
ployment. However, in order to achieve this, 
the Federal Government would have to act 
to ensure sufficient total demand to provide 
the necessary jobs, and as a matter of fair
ness, should assist those individuals and 
communities affected by the transition. These 
steps are made particularly necessary by the 
size and special nature of the industry most 
directly affected by such a shift in priorities. 

One of the by-products of federal policy 
and expenditures during the cold war and 
the race to the moon has been the develop
ment of a new part of the economy: the de
fense-aerospace sector. Pa.rt military estab
lishment, part private corporation-but all 
guided by federal policies-the defense-aero
space sector reaches into every corner of the 
country. By 1971, six million Americans were 
directly dependent upon military spending 
for their llvelihoods. Of this number, 2.8 
million were in the armed forces, one million 
were civilian employees of the Defense De
partment, and 2.2 mlllion were directly em
ployed in private industry providing goods 
and services to the military. Additional mil
lions of citizens were economically depend
ent upon these six million individuals. 

The llves of these Americans are directly 
affected whenever federal policies change. 
And changes in spending patterns a.re fre
quent. They do not result only from the con
clusion of arms control agreements or the 
winding down of wars. They occur whenever. 
a weapons system or military installation is 
judged unnecessary or a contract is awarded 
to one firm rather than to its competitors. 
The Federal Government has a responsibil
ity to assist those whose llves a.re disrupted 
by such shifts in the spending of its funds. 

Changing national priorities and an al
tered international situation have generated 
opposition to massive defense expenditures 
and major defense industry layoffs have been 
experienced in recent years. Yet, since Presi
dent Nixon took office, the Federal Govern
ment has ta.ken only the most llmited ac
tions, and has done no planning to cushion 
the impact of shifts in federal spending on 
these workers, communities, and industries 
that have become dependent on federal con
tracts. 

The full burden of layoffs has fallen on 
the employees and their communities. The 
unions deeply involved in military-aerospace 
work see the loss of jobs in this sector as 
part of a broader design by the Nixon Ad
ministration. A statement adopted unani
mously by the UAW Conference on Conver
sion on Feb. 19, 1971, blames the Nixon 
"game plan" of fighting inflation "not by 
putting pressure on the corporations that 
were forcing up prices but by slowing the 
pace of the economy and, as a result, throw
ing several million workers-both blue-col
lar and white-colla.r~into the streets." 

Reginald Newell, Associate Director of Re
search for the International Association of 
Machinists and Aerospace Workers, told a 
conference of metal workers in Bremen, Ger
many (Jan. 14-15, 1971): " ... The aero
space workers who have lost their jobs are 
victims of not just one recession but two. 
For the planned turndown in defense has 
coincided with an equally planned cycllcal 
turndown for the economy just at the point 
when the defense effort started to wane. Jobs 
were lost in both the defense and non-de
fense sectors." 

THE SOLUTION 

The basic requirement for a smooth transi
tion to civlllan production is a sound econ
omy with enough Jobs nationwide to employ 
everyone able to work. By contrast with the 
present situation; this means the creation 
of millions of new and useful jobs. 

The welfare of the worker and his family 
must be put first in planning and then carry
ing out this shift to new publlc priorities. 
In that regard, it must be recognized that 
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the generation of new jobs takes time. New 
government programs must be organized. 
New equipment has to be built and installed. 
New skills must be developed. While these 
steps a.re being taken, special measures will 
be needed to help affected defense and aero
space workers over the period of transition. 

A. NEW JOBS FOR UNMET DOMESTIC AND 

PUBLIC NEEDS 

Reductions in military spending need not 
mean increased unemployment. In fact, it ls 
possible to achieve full employment--if we 
will only spend the money necessary to meet 
our urgent domestic needs. Such jobs, since 
they will supply goods and services which 
the American people require on a continuing 
basis, will provide a much more stable job 
situation than our defense and aerospace 
workers have known in the past. No longer 
will they be subject to the vagaries of de
fense cont racting. They will provide public 
services and consumer goods for which a 
growing America. has a constant and expand
ing demand. 

Studies prepared for Sena.tor McGovern, 
based on phased reductions in mllita.ry 
spending of $8 billion each year over four 
years, show a net gain of 1.5 million jobs 
during that period. This calculation ls based 
on the assumption that half the savings 
would go to civilian government eltpendi
tures, one-fourth to persona.I consumption 
(through a out in taxes), and one-fourth to 
construction. 

And a study by the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Stat istics, "Post-Vietnam Economy, 1975," 
found that state and local spending for 
health and education would geneTa.te a sig
nificantly higher number of jobs per unit 
of expenditures than military spending. 

The shopping list of unmet public needs 
is so long it would require years of vigorous 
effort merely to clear away the backlog. As 
a minimum, we must place high on this 
shopping list: public transporta~ion, hous
ing, development of new energy sources, air 
and water pollution control, solid waste dis
posal and recycling, expansion of recreation 
facilities, health care, drug abuse prevention 
and rehabilitation, crime prevention, and 
meaningful education for Americans of all 
ages. 

If we spend the money necessary to meet 
these urgent public needs, we will have to 
construct, equip, staff' and maintain new 
and expanded facilities of unprecedented 
scope and variety. For example, the Council 
on Environmental Quality has estimated that 
the costs of pollution controls to meet cur
rent standards in the 1970's will be $287 bil
lion. This is the equivalent of a.bout three 
years of military spending at today's levels. 
At that level of activity, we would soon find 
a shortage, not an excess, of available 
workers. 

Without awaiting the first reductions in 
military spending, a new Administration 
would rapidly ask Congress to authorize job
generating programs to begin to meet these 
needs. As the military budget is cut and tax 
reforms achieved, additional funds would 
become available for new public investment. 

The backlog of unmet needs offers a new 
opportunity to introduce long-range plan
ning for economic development. A series of 
TVA-like regional economic development 
agencies might be established to share the 
role of planning with the Federal Govern
ment. These regional agencies should begin 
the process by ma.king an inventory of re
gional needs, and should become increasingly 
important as centers of initiative for eco-
nomic development and local participation. 

To meet these needs the Federal Govern
ment-as well as regional state and local 
government units-wq.uld have to offer many 
new contracts to private firms. Defense and 
aerospace firms would have their chance 
a.long With others to bid competitively for 
these contracts. Defense aerospace companies 

have achieved technological marvels by pool
ing the labor of highly skilled men and 
women, the syst.ems approach in engineering 
and great productive resources. The same 
combination can be applied to civ111a.n pur
suits. Companies and workers presently en
gaged in defense and aerospace would thus 
be able profitably to help meet a growing 
domestic agenda. 

Technical innovations by companies and 
individuals working in the space program 
have already found their way into such 
earth-bound improvements as better kitchen 
appliances, farm equipment, sewing ma
chines, radios, medical instruments, tools, 
ships, airplanes, comunica.tions, weather fore
casting and storm warning. Firms should now 
be encouraged to pursue improvements of 
this kind directly with less reliance upon 
indirect spinoffs. The special talents and 
resources already concentrated in the de
fense-aerospace firms are, for instance, read
ily transferable to work on environmental 
pollution problems of all kinds; space satel
lites can transmit information, analyze 
weather, identify natural resources and de
tect corn blight and other dangers in agri
culture; quiet, clean and dependable trans
portation systems a.re needed, including new · 
types of passenger trains and short and ver
tical take-off airplanes; traffic control systems 
for cities, airports, and sea lanes must be 
developed; production of computerized med
ical diagnostic systems and intensive care 
units can absorb the skills of our defense en
gineers and skilled workers; and the devel
opment of new methods of energy production, 
transport, and storage, particularly in ways 
that will reduce the environmental impact 
of our growing energy consumption, can use 
the best talents of our scientists and engi
neers. 

Federal funds must be invested in re
search and development in the entire broad 
range of civilian needs. In addition, the Fed
eral Government should consider support 
for research with purely commercial. appli
cations. especially in the case of smaller 
firlllS, and should facilitate the employment 
of scientific and technical workers by local 
and state governments. 

Some military-oriented firms have already · 
converted pa.rt of their production to civ1Uan 
work. Between 1960 and 1972, for example, 
TRW Corporation reduced the military share 
of its business from 76 % to a.bout 18 % of 
the total. Its workforce expanded during that 
period from 20,000 to 76,000. Major contracts 
on the Bay Area Rapid Transit System 
(BART) in the San Francisco area a.re al
ready held by aerospace companies. A Cali
fornia. aerospace firm also holds a contra.ct on 
the Metro subway system in Washington, 
D.C. Raytheon, a Massachusetts defense con
tractor, now derives most of its income from 
the sale of refrigerators, stoves, and the de
sign of chemical plants. 

Skills as well as entire enterprises can be 
transferred to civilian work. One study by 
the Department of Labor analyzed 127 occu
pations in which 6,600 workers were em
ployed in the California missile industry. 
Their conclusion: "The skllls employed in 
121 of the 127 occupations . . . were found 
to be transferable without major retraining." 
Even when the new products do not require 
the "high technology" that has characterized 
defense and space production in the past, 
the individuals involved can quickly make 
the transition and can soon be producing 
quality products for the civllian market. 

However, defense-aerospace firms have re
ceived no guidance or encouragement from 
the Federal Government, and most of them 
have not planned for conversion to civilian 
work. Abraham Ribicoff, chairman of the 
Senate Subcommittee on Executive Reorga
nization and Government Research sent a 
questionnaire to major industries and con
tractors requesting information on their 
plans to convert to peacetime pursuits. In 

a report released in September, 1970, Sena.
tor Ribicoff commented: "Most industries 
have no plans or projects designed to apply 
their resources to civilian problems. Further
more, they indicated an unwillingness to 
initiate such actions without a firm commit
ment from the government that their efforts 
will quickly reap the rewards to which they 
a.re accustomed. Otherwise, they appear eager 
to pursue greater defense contracts or stick 
to proven commercial products within the 
private sector." 

The Federal Government must now make 
a. firm commitment to new priorities and 
funding in civllia.n areas that will induce 
these firms to make the shift. 

B. AID TO WORKERS AND COMMUNITIES 

Workers and communities in which they 
live should not be penalized for the past 
negligence of the Federal Government and 
of defense managements. Individuals who 
are laid off must be offered income support, 
retraining opportunities, continued health 
insurance and portable pensions until a new 
job is found. Similarly, the Federal Govern
ment should stand ready to guarantee em
ployment to those who are unable to secure 
work in the private sector. 

A very simple but essential means of 
cushioning the impact of shifts in spending 
is to provide ample notice to the companies 
and employees whenever a change can be 
foreseen. Defense procurement plans could 
be established-subject to changes in mili
tary threats--at least three and possibly five 
years in advance. 

We believe that a combination of full-em
ployment policies and special measures to 
a.id employees and communities during the 
transition from military to civilian work 
would, indeed, ease this transition. Our 
proposals, however, raise a broader question 
of public policy. If the defense-aerospace 
employees whose livelihoods are affected by 
federal policies deserve certain kinds of as
sistance, should not other workers whose 
livelihoods a.re affected by federal policies 
receive comparable assistance? 

A recent precedent has been established 
through collective bargaining by providing 
long-term income security for employees 
thrown out of work on the railroads under 
the Amtrak system. What, then of the 
workers who lose their jobs because federal 
environmental standards a.re imposed on 
their employers? Or those displaced by new 
technology which has been subsidized by the 
federal government? Or those whose jobs a.re 
lost through shifting patterns of world 
trade? We believe that a single national pol
icy should be formulated to provide assist
ance to all workers whose livelihoods a.re 
adversely affected by major national policy 
decisions of the Federal Government. 

FEDERAL LEADERHIP 

The process of converting portions of the 
defense and aerospace industry to peacetime 
activities cannot be carried out by the Fed
eral Government a.lone, nor by one central 
authority. Private firms, labor unions, civic 
and educational organizations, professional 
and trade associations, and state and local 
governments must be participants in the 
process. Yet the history of the pa.st two 
decades should teach us that these groups 
a.re reluctant to initiate the required actions' 
without leadership by the Federal Govern
ment. That leadership must come from an 
Administration whose top priority is to pro
vide a. meaningful and socially productive 
job to every American seeking work. 

Useful work for all, particularly in helping 
meet America's public needs, must receive 
an unstinting commitment on the part of 
the Federal Government. Evidence of a. fl.rm 
commitment to this goal would come through 
the creation of a Special Action Group on 
Peacetime Jobs in the Executive Office of 
the President. This group would prepare the 
new approaches and eliminate bureaucratic 
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the artifl.cial prop of unnecessary mmtary 
spending. 

• • • • • 
we offer this report in the hope of foster

ing the growing national dialogue concerning 
the proper balance between our military and 
domestic expenditures and the proper man
agement of our military establishment. The 
subjects we have analyzed are difficult and 
not free from controversy. But in the long 
run we believe that forthright public discus
sion of these questions will improve our na
tional decision-ma.king process. Such im
provement ls needed, for the personal secu
rity and welfare of millions of Americans 
are at stake in the achievement of a more 
balanced national budget, which makes ade
quate provision for our mllita.ry strength 
and yet makes available the dollars and re
sources needed for a strong society. Both 
are essential to our national security. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I am happy to yield 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Missouri. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me congratu
late the able Senator from Wisconsin. 
He, more than anyone, has contributed 
to informing the public about the unnec
essary excess cost of defense spending, 
including the size of actual cost overruns 
as against estimates in many areas. 

As example, take the main battle tank. 
Its development was begun and con
tinued without much publicity, as is true 
of so many other weapons systems. Se
crecy was involved. The secrecy was 
broken. Now the program is scrapped. 

Many of us thought the Cheyenne 
helicopter was unsound because of both 
cost and mission. We were argued down. 
Now it has been voluntarily scrapped by 
the Army, at a cost of over $400 million 
to American taxpayers. 

Most important of all was the fight led 
by the able Senator from Wisconsin 
against the anti-ballistic-missile system. 
Some of us opposed this theoretical mas
terpiece for many reasons, primarily be
cause of its inability to work as planned, 
and the ease with which it could be 
saturated. We objected without success 
for a long time. Now the entire program, 
in effect, has been scrapped, but it has 
cost the American people unnecessarily 
billions upon billions of dollars. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will just yield for a moment, let 
me say that the Senator from Missouri 
led that fight. The Senator from Wiscon
sin was delighted to be among the troops 
and spear carriers supporting him. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The Senator is kind 
but not entirely accurate. 

This week we entered into discussion 
of the Trident submarine. For years a 
new nuclear carrier was rejected on the 
grounds it cost too much money and was 
becoming vulnerable. These new Trident 
submarines cost $400 million apiece more 
than the most expensive aircraft carrier 
ever built--10 submarines for $13,500,-
000,000. The Senator from Wisconsin re
cently told the Senate that in the Penta
gon now the plan is to ·have 16 of those 
submarines, not 10. That would be a cost 
of $21,600,000,000 for 16 ships. Where is 
that kind of money going to come from? 

Here is an interesting aspect of this 
submarine problem: In the SALT agree-

ments arranged in Moscow by President 
Nixon and Dr. Kissinger, we agreed on 
710 launchers as the maximum number 
we could have. The Soviets' newest sub
marines, the Yankee class have only 
12 launchers. The Polaris has 16, the 
planned new Trident 24. Therefore, we 
are voluntarily agreeing to have even
tually less than 30 submarines, as part of 
our arrangement with the Soviet Union, 
despite the fact that, as everyone knows, 
the great advantage of such submarines 
is the capacity to disperse our nuclear 
missiles. 

I am not as well informed on this 
subject as the able Senator from Wiscon
sin, but would ask if, to the best of his 
knowledge, what I have stated is cor
rect. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. The Senator fo far 
better informed than I or almost any 
other Senator I know of. The Senatcr is 
absolutely correct. The point the Senator 
has ·made today, and what I think we 
should recognize, is that what we do to 
our dispersal situa·~ion is very important. 
If we concentrate on a small number of 
submarines, the name of the game is be
coming more an more to locate the enemy 
submarines and eliminate them. So we 
would be far more vulnerable and less ef
fective in providing a believable deter
rent against a first strike. 

I ask the Senator from Missouri, who is 
an outstanding expert both on foreign 
policy and defense policy, if that is not 
correct. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. It is assuredly cor
rect. Based on the 950 launchers we allow 
the Soviets, it means that, whereas we 
will be limiting ourselves to 30 sub
marines, we are allowing them some 80 
submarines of latest design. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. So it is not only a 
matter of wasting money but also a 
matter of having a less effective military 
force, something that I think has been 
badly overlooked in assessing the whole 
McGOVERN approach. He is not interested 
in enfeebling our force; he wants a 
stronger force. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. The American peo
ple have the right to ask why. 

Once more, we get back to what was 
brought up by the Senator from Florida 
and the Senator from Oregon, this ques
tion of unnecessary secrecy. Why is not 
the security of the United States just as 
important a matter to all the people of 
the United States as it is to Members of 
Congress? I do not question anybody's 
motives, but why should we be the only 
ones who know about the reasons for 
decisions that many of us believe to the 
point where they could destroy the value 
of the dollar? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Senator. 
I want to make one more point. I 

should like to point out that what Sena
tor McGo.vERN, has said is that over 3 
years he would make this reduction. Each 
year there would be a reduction in mili
tary spending. However, that reduction, 
it seems to me, would take cognizance of 
what'is going on in the world. It would 
take cognizance of what the Soviet Union 
does. Many able people argue that when 
we go up with our military spending, the 
Soviet military spending goes up; and 
they argue that if our military spending 

went down, perhaps theirs would go 
down . That may or may not be realistic. 

In order to understand what Senator 
McGOVERN is driving at, you have to un
derstand this point fully. He has made 
it clear that he would not permit the 
United States to become a second-class 
power; he would not permit the United 
States to become inferior. I think this 
would safeguard our position and be con
sistent with his argument. He would like 
to have us go down to $55 billion, but only 
if we can be consistent with maintaining 
full military security. 

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with Senator PROXMIRE 
and other Senators in drawing attention 
today to the distinguished document on 
national security produced by a panel 
of advisers for Senator McGOVERN. This 
panel represents an assembly of distin
guished men and women whose advice 
and counsel is a credit to the Democratic 
presidential candidate, as well as to 
themselves. 

I would like to draw particular atten
tion to chapter m of this report, the 
chapter entitled "Strategic Arms." This 
chapter, done under the chairmanship 
of Mr. Herbert Scoville, Jr., focuses on 
what I consider to be the crucial issues 
affecting our overall nuclear strategy and 
negotiating posture for future arms limi
tation and disarmament agreements. It 
puts into proper perspective the utility 
of particular weapons systems for our de
fense, and the disutility of blind support 
for any strategic weapons endorsed and 
designed in the name of Am~rican na
tional security. It paints out very clearly 
the underlying principle for successful 
negotiations in noting the potential ad
vantage of the Moscow agreements. 

The potential advantage of the SALT 
agreements is that they recognize the exist 
ence of mutual deterrence. To support the 
objective of mutual deterrence, we must not 
only have the forces necessary for a secure 
deterrent, but we must adopt a national 
attitude and program which understands and 
recognizes the present strength of that de
terrent on both sides and does not appear 
to undercut the security of the Soviet de
terrent or to belittle the strength of our own. 

I think this brief paragraph sum
marizes well what this debate is all about. 
It states how we can place a lid on de
fense expenditures, how we should eval
uate our own defense requirements, and 
how we can best continue the momentum 
which is building to halt the arms race 
and achieve general and complete dis
armament. 

There is nothing utopian about this 
desire, and this chapter on strategic arms 
discusses the realities of what we face 
in an objective, deliberative manner. It 
places the emphasis exactly where it 
should lie--on mutual restraint, to be 
exercized by all nuclear powers, par
ticularly the Soviet Union and the United 
States. The emphasis should not be on 
bargaining chips, if the chips mean rush
ing headlong into new programs which 
offer little promise of providing any ad
ditional security and, instead, offer much 
more certainly of a continued destabiliz
ing arms race with the Soviet Union. 

For a politically charged season, this 
document warrants bipartisan review. It 
warns us of the possible costs of going 
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full steam ahead on such systems as the 
Trident submarine, the B-1 bomber, or 
an advanced accurate MIRV system ca
pable of destroying hard targets such as 
missile silos. The lessons of the past are 
telling enough for us to realize that these 
are not chips to bargain away as far 
as the Russians are concerned. From 
their point of view they are new, offensive 
threats, inviting a new comparable re
sponse in the Soviet Union's accelerated 
effort to achieve equality and then 
superiority in its nuclear arsenal with 
the United States. Not only are these 
weapons destabilizing, but their cost is 
phenomenal. Their production merely 
promotes on the part of both ourselves 
and the U.S.S.R. an expanded arms race. 

Instead, this report suggests what many 
of us in the Congress have also been sug
gesting for some time. It offers the prin
ciple that we should substitute for weap
ons development a concentration of our 
efforts on negotiating qualitative con
trols like some arrangement with respect 
to antisubmarine warfare capabilities, in 
the next round of SALT. It stresses the 
importance of concluding a comprehen
sive test ban as a means of discouraging 
further proliferation cf nuclear weapons 
to presently nonnuclear countries. The 
comprehensive test ban would also put a 
damper on the entire arms race as this 
report points out so effectively. It is the 
comprehensive test ban, and preparation 
for SALT II which are the chips of the 
McGOVERN panel report. They are the 
chips we can and should advance as the 
most realistic way to obtain arms control 
agreements. They are the chips that I 
have urged this Government to hold for 
some time now. 

The panel report discusses other as
pects of our national security in consider
able depth. It is a document which is 
worthy of our attention and has been 
endorsed by Senator McGOVERN. I com
mend it to the attention of my colleagues 
in the Senate and congratulate Senator 
McGOVERN for soliciting the advice and 
recommendations of this most distin
guished and respected panel of qualified 
experts in the field of national security. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. My time has expired. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator's time has expired. 
However, the distinguished Senator from 
Arkansas has the next 15 minutes, and 
he can be recognized in his own right. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I only wish to in
vite the Senator's attention to an arti
cle in today's Washington Post confirm
ing exactly what he said about Soviet 
spending going up if ours goes up. It is 
a discussion by Mr. Victor Zorza of the 
effect of the Jackson amendment. The 
counterpart of the Jackson school of 
thought in the Kremlin is saying exact
ly what was said here in the Senate. We 
are increasing military spending so they, 
too, go up. We cannot rely on anything 
but armed force. They cannot rely on 
our good will or trust or confidence; and, 
vice versa, we cannot rely on them. 

This confirms what the Senator has 
said. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I thank the Sena-
tor. 

CXVIII--2011-Part 24 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I congratulate the 
Senator for the exchange he just had 
with the Senator from Missouri. I have 
heard them say this before. I think the 
logic of what they say, both from a fi
nancial point of view and from a mili
tary point of view, is unanswerable. 

The Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Wisconsin have expressed 
plain commonsense in what they have 
said about the concentration of so much 
money in a few Trident submarines, 
which will obviously be more vulnera
ble than the smaller submarines. It sim
ply reflects an obsession, a kind of mad
ness or foliede grandeur, to try to prove 
that we can build the biggest of every
thing-the biggest submarine. Whether 
it is good or not, it is the biggest. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If it is not the big
gest, it is certainly the most expensive 
and costly. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. It is both. We build 
the most expensive buildings, and too 
often the ugliest, and we are doing it 
right now, and it is the same in this field. 
It is a madness that has afflicted us, and 
we have not yet found the cure. 

The Senator from Wisconsin and the 
Senator from Missouri have stated it in 
language that is understandable. Why 
there is not a greater response in this 
body and in the public is beyond my 
comprehension. 

Mr. SYMINGTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield on his time? 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. I yield. 
Mr. SYMINGTON. Let me read into 

the RECORD at this point remarks made 
by a well-known and distinguished ad
miral. He states-and this is much of 
the whole story, right here-

The military services in recent years have 
shown a tendency to acquire weapons which 
have been more noteworthy for their tech
nological complexity than their basic mili
tary effectiveness. All too often, these ex
cessively complex weapons have performed 
worse under combat conditions than the less 
exotic systems they were designed to re
place, or the simpler weapons in the enemy's 
inventory. 

I say to the Senate that is exactly 
what I found out when visiting the battle 
areas in the Vietnam theater: These 
theoretical engineering geniuses back 
here designing weapons systems so com
plex they could not be utilized properly 
in actual combat. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. The Senator is ab
solutely correct. One need not go to the 
battleground. One can watch the wheels 
fly off the C-5A when it lands in this 
country. One need not go any place else. 
They fall off right here, before the tele
vision camera. The Senator need not go 
there to see the F-111 fall out of the 
skies. They have fallen out of the skies I 
do not know how many times. 

Of course, they were a complete bust, 
a complete waste of money-$7 or $8 bil
lion between the two. On the C-5A, the 
overruns alone are somewhere in the 
neighborhood of $2 billion, if not more. 
So the Senator need not go very far to 
see these examples. 

Having no useful mission to perform. 
the technologists are simply trying to 
demonstrate their dexterity, just to prove 
they can do something. It reminds me of 

the old Meccano set-just keep piling it 
on bigger and bigger, until it collapses. 

POLITICAL SPEECHES IN THE 
SENATE 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I was 
a little taken back yesterday by the 
rather vicious attack by the distinguished 
Senator from Pennsylvania upan those 
of us who feel it is our duty to present 
our views in a public forum. The only 
public forum we can afford is the floor 
of the Senate. We cannot afford oo buy 
television time, as the Republicans do. 
We do not have $45 million or $50 million 
to purchase television . time. The only 
recourse we have is the time on the Sen
ate floor, even though nobody is here to 
listen. 

We have done what we can to put into 
the public domain basic facts regarding 
the state of the Nation. For the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania to take offense 
at this, it seems to me, is a little out of 
order. 

I was previously a little dubious as to 
whether it was worthwhile to say any
thing in the Senate, until the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, indicated that it was 
getting under his skin, that he did not 
like it. Therefore. I decided that it was 
worthwhile to proceed. Whether or not 
anybody listens is debatable, but the 
facts are there for the taking by the press 
or anybody else. 

I confess, in the first place, that much 
of this is not new, the only thing that 
puzzles me is that, having been in the 
public domain, having been available, 
there has not been a greater recognition 
of its significance. 

RECORDBREAKING DEFICITS AND 
RECORDBREAKING MILITARY 
BUDGETS 
Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, the 

Senate is considering a proposed $250 
billion ceiling on Government spending 
in the near future. 

I find it highly ironic that the Nixon 
.administration, with its recordbreaking 
budget deficits, is now talking of a limi
tation on spending. This administration 
has consistently worked to increase 
spending-for the military, for the space 
program, for bailing out mismanaged 
corporations, such as the Lockheed Corp., 
and the Penn Central Corp., and for a 
host of foolish foreign ventures which I 
will discuss later, because as I under
stand it, when the morning hour is over, 
we will go right on to foreign aid. So I 
will go into the foreign ventures in 
greater detail then. 

I invite attention to the fact that the 
House, bemused as it is with the foreign 
field, just yesterday voted an enormous 
amount of money for foolish foreign 
ventures, which will, of course, go to con
ference, and we will hear more about 
that later. 

President Nixon has, it is fair to say, 
worked to cut spending in some areas. 
That is, he has worked in areas of health, 
education, and community development 
to restrict expenditures, and also in one 
area about which I feel particularly sad, 
and that is public broadcasting. Public 
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broadcasting was one area in which there 
was some reasonable possibility that the 
views and facts presented in the Senate 
could be presented to the public. Public 
broadcasting has been much more in
terested in and has given much more 
time relative to its resources to the pres
entation of hearings of the Senate and 
the House and the other activities of 
Congress than have commercial broad
casters because such programs can 
hardly find commercial sponsors. It is 
difficult to get commercial sponsors for 
coverage of any hearing in Congress. I 
regret very much that the President ve
toed the bill for public broadcasting. 

Mr. President, the indisputable fact is 
that the deficits accumulated under 
President Nixon are the largest in his
tory except for World War II. Likewise, 
it is indisputable that the military 
budget under the Nixon administration 
is the largest in history and has increased 
yearly. All this from a man who, 4 years 
ago, was promising a balanced budget 
and who now boasts of "winding down" 
the war in Southeast Asia, of an "era 
of negotiation" and a "generation of 
peace," while spending more and more 
for military purposes and for public rela
tions activities. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point a table showing the budget 
deficits accumulated under the Nixon 
administration. 

There being no objection, the table 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, . 
as follows: 

DEFICIT OF FEDERAL FUNDS 

(Administrative budget) 
Billions 

Fiscal year: of dollars 1970 ____________________________ -13.1 

1971____________________________ -30. 0 
1972 ____________________________ -28.9 
1973 ____________________________ •-37.8 

• Estimated figure-source: Office of Man
agement and Budget. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, it is 
the administrative budget-not the so
called full employment budget or any 
other accounting gimmickry-which is 
the basis for calculating the national 
debt, now at about $450 billion. About 
$110 billion of this total-roughly one
fourth of the national debt-will have 
been accumulated under the Nixon ad
ministration. I might add that the Nixon 
economists have an extremely poor rec
ord in forecasting deficits, having never 
yet come close to the actual figure. There 
are many independent experts who feel 
that the 1973 deficit will exceed $40 
billion. 

I cite these figures because it is im
portant to understand what the Nixon 
defict spending is doing to the Nation's 
:financial condition. The one major factor 
in building these staggering deficits has 
been the President's insistence on esca
lating the military budget. 

There have been reports this week of 
studies which show that the military 
budget will soon reach $100 billion an
nually, based on current programs of the 
Nixon administration. In fact, the over
all costs for military and military-related 
programs has already gone well past $100 

billion under Mr. Nixon. The Joint Eco
nomic Committee has calculated that 
the fiscal 1973 request for spending 
authority for military and related ex
penditures, including veterans' bene
fits and most of the interest on the 
national debt, at about $120 billion. 
Although President Nixon boasts that 
"only" 32 cents of every budget dollar 
goes for military purposes, I calculate 
that actually about 62 cents of every tax 
dollar goes for military and related ex
penditures or for the space program. 

Let us look at some of the specific ef
fects which Mr. Nixon's policies have had 
on our lives and our economy. 

COST OF THE WAR 

On September 13, I spoke at some 
length in the Senate about the cost of 
the war in Southeast Asia under the 
Nixon administration. The figures I cited 
tell a tragic story. 

Since Mr. Nixon became President, al
most 20,000 Americans, 89,000 South 
Vietnamese and 450,000 enemy soldiers 
have died in the conflict-more dead 
than the population of five of our States. 
Since his inauguration, almost 108,000 
more American servicemen and 425,000 
South Vietnamese have been wounded. 

The rolls of the POW's and the MIA's 
lengthen each day American involvement 
continues. Seventy-six more Americans 
have been taken prisoner and 466 more 
are missing since this administration 
took office. According to press reports, 84 
Americans have been lost over North 
Vietnam since last March; in all 175 
fliers are missing, 72 have been killed, 
and 55 wounded. 

During the Nixon years a total of 3,529 
aircraft-fixed wing and helicopter
have been lost in Southeast Asia. Eighty
four aircraft have been lost over North 
Vietnam since the resumption of the 
bombing in April. The cost of each F-4 
shot down over North Vietnam would pay 
for an annual salary of $9,000 to 30 
schoolteachers. 

Ten B-52 sorties would provide $2,000 
scholarships to 210 needy students or 
build a 22-bed nursing home. The cost 
of an average month's sorties would 
approximate the administration's at
tempted cutback of $47 million in the 
school lunch program last year-a cut 
that would have reduced the number of 
students assisted by 600,000. 

The $52 million cost of the 105 heli
copters lost in the 1971 invasion of Laos 
equals the cost of 17 local health cen
ters which could each treat 40,000 per
sons annually. 

We spent $400,000 to build "isolation 
wards" at Con Son Prison in Vietnam, 
an amount which would have allowed 
construction of 20 badly needed public 
housing units for the elderly. 

Earlier this year a $445,000 movie thea
ter was opened on the American base at 
Long Binh, Vietnam. The 20,000 military 
and civilian personnel there at the time 
had their choice of more than 100 movies 
each evening, plus bowling alleys, mas
sage parlors, male beauty salons, swim
ming pools, 60 bars and vast sports 
facilities. I do not know what the poor 
people of Vietnam will do with these 
luxurious facilities. Contrast this ex-

travagance with the Nixon administra
tion's efforts to cut off all Hill-Burton 
grants for hospital construction in this 
country. 

Using the executive branch's ex
tremely conservative figures, by the end 
of the current fiscal year the Nixon ad
ministration will have spent more than 
$54.5 billion on incremental war costs, 
only slightly less than the amount spent 
in the Johnson war years, or $260 for 
every man, woman and child in the 
United States. 

Somehow many Americans have been 
deceived into believing that our involve
ment in the war has ended. The Pres
ident would like the American people to 
believe that only the 37,000 Americans in 
Vietnam are involved in the war. In 
truth there are some 150,000 in the Far 
East involved, either directly or in sup
port operations. According to the De
fense Department, 148,200 members of 
the Armed Forces received hostile fire 
pay-combat pay-in June. 

The Washington Post has labeled Mr. 
Nixon the "greatest bomber of all time," 
a title he justly deserves. During the 
Nixon years more than 3.7 million tons 
of bombs and other air munitions-2 tons 
every minute in recent months-have 
been used to devastate the people and 
landscape of Indochina. 

Mr. Nixon's overall bomb tonnage can 
be compared to the 2 million tons dropped 
by the United States on two continents 
in World War II, and 1 million tons in 
Korea, the 33,000 tons used by the British 
in Malaya. Mr. Nixon's tonnage is the 
equivalent of 185 Hiroshimas, roughly 
one a week according to figures compiled 
by Project Air War. 

Every American should know that this 
war is costing the Nation at least $20 
million a day. Thus we spend more on 
the war in 3 days than all the munici
palities and counties in Arkansas com
bined will receive in a year under the 
proposed revenue-sharing legislation as 
approved by a House-Senate conference. 

Of course, much of the cost of the 
Nixon war will be paid for by the children 
and grandchildren of current taxpayers 
in the form of interest on the debt, vet
erans' benefits, and social consequences 
such as the drug addiction of veterans 
and resultant crime. 

Probably the most devastating impact 
on the lives of every-day Americans has 
been the inflation created and nurtured 
by the war. From January 1969 to June 
1972, the consumer price index rose 17.2 
percent. Regrettably, many Americans do 
not seem to realize how much the exces
sive military spending has contributed 
to inflation, although every grocery shop
per can readily testify to the increased 
prices. 

The pockets of all Americans have been 
picked by President Nixon's failure to 
keep his campaign pledge t-0 end the war. 
When he came to office, the average 
American worker was earning $118.13 per 
week, measured in 1967 dollars. By June 
1972, the Nixon war and economic poli
cies had reduced workers' real weekly 
earnings to $108.31. Thus the Nixon poli
cies have taken $10 out of every worker's 
weekly paycheck. 

Of course, as I have frequently stated, 
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There are prudent ways to cut back on 

Pentagon spending. 
First, the administration can resist 

pressure for profits from the defense in-
dustry and order only those weapons 

needed to provide a credible defense. I 
submit the credibility of our defense is 
not enhanced by the possession of four 
times rather than just two times the 
number of warheads possessed by Mos
cow nor by adding still more to our over
kill capability. 

Second, the administration can make 
clear by the type of weapons it chooses to 
develop that it wants to reverse, not en
courage, the arms race. 

Third, it can inject the cost discipline 
of competition into the defense industry 
by requiring that bidders develop proto
type models, with the contract going to 
the firm which has the best test model. 

This is not a new concept. The Anti
trust and Monopoly Subcommittee held 
hearings in 1968 and 1969 on the question 
of competition in the defense industry. 

At the end of those hearings, the sub
committee recommended the prototype 
approach to defense procurement, a rec
ommendation then endorsed by the Gen
eral Accounting Office. 

Such an approach has not been imple
mented even though cost overruns and 
proje~t failures have continued to mount. 
One prime example is the case of the 
C-5A aircraft, where the estimated cost 
of $3.4 billion for 120 planes has sky
rocketed to $4.9 billion for only 81 planes. 
And tragically, two of the planes have 
crashed and an engine fell from the wing 
of a third while still on the ground. 

And :finally, we can reduce Pentagon 
spending by prudently cutting back on 
overseas deployment of U.S. troops, re
ductions worked out through negotia
tions and consultation with our allies. 

Also, the administration can demand 
more efficiency of our military. Today the 
trend seems to be toward a military force 
top heavy with senior officers. 

Today we have more colonels and naval 
captains for 2.3 million service personnel 
than we did for a 12 million person force 
in World War II. 

But to bring about this change in pol
icy the Nation needs an administration 
which recognizes: 

That the well-being of a nation's peo
ple is as important to the national secu
rity as the might of its armaments; 

That the arms race diminishes rather 
than enchances the national security; 

That efficiency should be demanded 
of the Pentagon and the defense industry. 

And yes, we need an administration 
that :.mderstands our proper role in in
ternational affairs, and, recognizing that 
we have no vital interest in Vietnam, 
will end all our involvement in that tragic 
conflict. 

As individuals we would do well to heed 
these words of President Eisenhower: 

Every gun that ls made, every warship 
launched, every rocket fired, signtfles, in the 
final sense, a theft from those who hunger 
and are not fed, those who a.re cold and are
not clothed. 

And as a nation, which has seen SALT 
come to reality, let us respond to this 
challenge with the understanding of-

fered by President John Kennedy after 
the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty had been 
reached with the Soviet Union: 

Today we may have reached a. pa.use in 
the cold war-but that ls not a. la.sting peace. 
A test ban treaty ls a. milestone-but that 
ls not the millennium. We have not been re
leased from our obligations-we have been 
given an opportunity. And if we fail to make 
the most of this moment--then the shaming 
indictment of posterity will rightly point its 
finger at us all. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 

previous order the Senator from Minne
sota (Mr. HUMPHREY) is to be recognized 
at this point. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I have been called by the Senator's office 
and asked that the order be vacated. I, 
therefore, make that request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The next order is for the Senator from 
West Virginia, RoBERT c. BYRD, to be 
recognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT c. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the next 
two orders be reversed in sequence. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania is rec
ognized for not to exceed 15 minutes. 

Mr. SCOTT. I thank the distinguished 
Senator from West Virginia for his 
courtesy. 

THE POLITICAL CAMPAIGN 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I rise be

cause I must, as I have stated on previ
ous occasions, whenever the complaint 
is made about alleged and sundry crimes 
and misdemeanors. 

It appears to me what is going on is 
that my colleagues on the other side are 
in reality bewailing the consequences of 
their own actions. Everything of which 
they complain, whether they are even 
accurate or not--and there is substantial 
doubt on that score--arises from legisla
tion which this Congress passed and for 
which most of them voted. 

Of course, the junior Senator from 
South Dakota did not vote, but that is 
part of his life style. He appeared for 
about one-fourth of the votes. I will get 
into that. 

But the rest of us have exercised our 
responsibilities in voting, and the laws 
have been passed and administered, and 
conditions have resulted from them. 

m it becomes us to complain of that 
which we have created and to bastardize 
our own progeny. 

The Senator from Arkansas, for exam
ple, grieves and asserts in the course of 
his apologia sua juris that the reason 
for this eerie com plot of rhetoric and 
logorrhea is because they do not have as 
much time on television as is available 
oo the administration. 

Anyone who watches television knows 
we are already beginning to be inflicted 
with the television commercials on the 
other side, and my side has not begun 
any process of inflictment yet. What we 
have heard has been only from the other 
side. 

As to not having enough money, Sena
tor McGOVERN has 29 millionaires who 
have filed so far in support of him. One 
would assume that among 29 millionaires 
funds could have been gotten for a little 
spot of television now and then. 

What is the candidate talking about on 
television? Why, he is discussing drugs 
and crime. I heard him last night say we 
have to get on top of the crime problem. 
Yet when it comes to voting he is on the 
bottom of the list. 

During this very week the Senate has 
considered and passed bills for the com
pensation of victims of crime, a conven
tion on narcotic drugs, a provision to 
provide insurance for law enforcement 
officers disabled or killed in the line of 
duty, a bill for the protection of foreign 
officials in this country, a drug treatment 
program, a convention for the suppres
sion of the unlawful seizure of aircraft 
through hijacking, and action pertaining 
to crimes aboard aircraft. 

While he might have been doing some
thing, he was talking. He was keeping 
his engagements and talking about the 
credibility gap. He was telling the whole 
Nation how strong he feels on crime but 
he was not here to answer the bugle call 
of Senate responsibility. He was telling 
the public he wanted to get on top of the 
drug situation, but it was his colleagues 
who were meeting the test of their elec
toral function. 

He was saying he worries about drugs 
and crime, but we worry about GEORGE 
who is is not here to worry about drugs 
and crimes with us. We grieve at the ab
sence of the Senator. We grieve because 
we do the work, and our work is made a 
little more onerous through the absence 
of a colleague. He has not appeared to 
testify, so far as I know, in hearings. He 
has not sponsored a successful bill. He 
has cosponsored, in absentia, other bills, 
and from time to time his name has been 
removed if that cosponsorship proves 
embarrassing. He has not been here to 
vote. 

So it comes with ill grace not having 
enough money for television, when the 
television only portrays nonperformance. 

I say to the Senator from Arkansas he 
does not know how lucky he is, because if 
there were more television, there would 
be more displays of the glp between 
promise and performance. I think this 
argument of poor mouth is used to con
ceal poor arguments. 

Then we heard something about the 
war, as we always do from the Senator 
from Arkansas, one of its early support
ers, as was the Senator from South Da
kota (Mr. McGoVERN) . But what we do 
not hear is that last week there was not a 
single American soldier killed in South
east Asia in combat, and that compares 
with 250 to 300 casualties a week at the 
peak of the war. 

And what we hear is complaint of de
fense spending. Every cent of that de
fense spending was voted by Congress. In 
fact, in the 1971 budget, America's priori
ties were quietly but dramatically reor
dered, and Congress participated in that. 
For the first time in 20 years, the money 
spent for human resource programs was 
greater than the money spent on defense. 
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In 1972, spending for defense was in
creased to carry out the Nation's strategy 
for peace. But even with this increase, 
defense spending has dropped from 36 
percent of total spending in 1971 to a 
budget request of 34 percent in 1972, and 
budget requests for human resources 
programs continued to rise as a share of 
the total to 42 percent of total spending 
in 1972. And for 1973 the budget was 45 
percent for human resources and 32 per
cent for defense spending, a virtual re
versal from the previous administration's 
1968 budget. . 

So that the only proper way to look at 
this is to see whether we are providing 
well for our domestic needs as we reduce 
the cost of the Vietnam war from $30 
billion a year to $6 billion a year, and 
as we reduce the number of troops there 
from 520,000 to 27 ,000, and as we take 
the draftees from Vietnam and send no 
more back, and as we approach a zero 
draft next year. 

These are real accomplishments. These 
are genuine achievements against the 
poor mouthing and the bleeding a~ every 
pore because there is a Povert~ m . the 
other camp. It is a poverty which 1s a 
poverty of ideas and it is a poverty of is
sues. Senator McGOVERN is losing that 
war on poverty every day. 

And there is more good news that has 
just come over the wires in the last 10 
minutes: 

The rise in living costs slowed below Presi
dent NiXon's target goal of 3 percent in the 
first year of his wage-price control program, 
the Government reported today. 

That is the program Senator McGov
ERN was not here to vote for on December 
1, last, but it is a program which he 
says should have begun 2 or 3 years be
fore. 

The news from the ticker tape con-
tinues: 

In the 12 months ending in August, the 
first year of the economic stabilization pro
gram, the consumer price index rose .9 per
cent. 

That is less than 1 percent--
This compares with a rise of 4.4 percent 

in the preceding 12 month period, the Bu
reau of Labor Statistics said. 

The report said living costs in August rose 
two-tenth~ of 1 percent, half the previous 
month's rise. 

The Bureau also reported that the average 
paycheck of some 50 mlllion rank-and-file 
workers rose to $137.23 a week a.nd that, 
:after allowance for inflation, the past year's 
increase in purchasing power was the largest 
-0f record. 

So the working man and woman are 
making higher salaries than ever in their 
1ives. There are more people employed 
1n America than were ever employed in 
the history of this country. The pattern 
for inflation now is not only checked 
but is being quite obviously won. 

These are achievements, these are ac
complishments, and they stack up 
against the complaints and the quivering 
efforts of the other side to create an 
impression, contrary to fact, that things 
a.re not as good as they could be under 
the candidate of the opposition. All this 
steam generated by speakers on the 
other side will not suffice to push up the 

long hill the little engine that couldn't. 
I yield back my time. 

ORDER RESCINDING RECOGNITION 
OF SENATOR ROBERT C. BYRD 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the special order 
entered for the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia to speak at this time 
be vacated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Messages in writing from the President 

of the United States were communicated 
to the Senate by Mr. Leonard, one of his 
secretaries. 

PROPOSED PARTICIPATION OF THE 
UNITED STA TES IN THE INTER
NATIONAL EXPOSITION ON THE 
ENVIRONMENT-MESSAGE FROM 
THE PRESIDENT 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. HOL

LINGS) laid before the Senate the fol
lowing message from the President of the 
United States, which, with the accom
panying papers, was ref erred to the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations: 

To the Congress of the United States: 
Pursuant to Section 3 of Public Law 

91-269, I am herewith transmitting to 
the Congress a proposal for participation 
by the United States Government in the 
1974 International ExPosition on Ecol
ogy and the Environment to be held at 
SPokane, Washington. This proposal in
cludes a plan prepared by the Secretary 
of Commerce in cooperation with other 
interested departments and agencies of 
the Federal Government, in accordance 
with Section 3(c) of the referenced law. 

On October 15, 1971, I advised the Sec
retaries of State and Commerce that the 
Spokane exposition warranted Federal 
recognition in accordance with Section 
2 (a) of Public Law 91-269. On Novem
ber 24, 1971, upon request of the United 
States, the Bureau of International Ex
positions in Paris, by unanimous vote, 
officially recognized the event as a Spe
cial Category exposition. 

I have determined that Federal par
ticipation in this exposition is in the na
tional interest and I fully support the 
Secretary's plan for such participation. 
In essence, this plan calls for the con
struction of a Federal pavilion. The pa
vilion has been conceived and developed 
with a view to maximizing residual use 
benefits to the Federal Government at 
the conclusion of the exposition. 

Congressional authorization is required 
as a prerequisite to United States par
ticipation in a Federally recognized do
mestic-international exposition. Legisla
tion is also required in order to establish 
the other authorities necessary to effect 
the proposed participation, as well as to . 
authorize appropriations. The appropri
ations necessary to carry out this plan 
are estimated at $11.5 million. 

I urge that the appropriate legislation, 

which I am transmitting herewith, be 
given prompt and favorable considera
tion by the Congress. 

RICHARD NIXON. 
THE WHITE HOUSE. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer (Mr. HOLLINGS) laid before the 
Senate messages from the President of 
the United States submitting sundry 
nominations, which were referred to the 
appropriate committees. 

(The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of Senate proceed
ings.) 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, there will now be a 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business for not to exceed 15 
minutes with statements limited to 3 
minutes each. 

SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I did 

not hear all the speeches, political and 
otherwise, which the distinguished Re
publican leader has just ref erred to, but 
it appears to me that Senator McGov
ERN must be like Banquo's ghost, be
cause it seems to worry the distinguished 
leader of the Republican Party in the 
Senate that Senator McGOVERN is not 
here. He is out seeing the people, as he 
should be. He is out trying to tell them 
what his views are, what he stands for, 
and what the issues, in his opinion, con
sist of. I think that anyone who is run
ning for the Presidency of the United 
States should be out among the people, 
and not among his colleagues back in 
Washington, D.C. The people deserve to 
be informed fully on the issues, so that 
they will have the opportunity to judge 
where each candidate really stands. 

To listen to the distinguished Repub
lican leader, it would appear that we are 
living in Utopia-we have no problems, 
everything has been solved by this ad
ministration, and all we should do is not 
rock the boat. 

Well, I am glad to hear that the rate of 
inflation has been reduced from 4.2 or 
4.3 percent to 3 percent over the past 
year as far as food prices are concerned. 
I am happy to note that the percentage 
of unemployment has been reduced from 
6.1 to about 5.6. But I am not happy to 
note that in excess of 5 million Americans 
are still without jobs. 

I am not happy to note that the war 
in Indochina is still going on, and I do 
consider it good news and I am grateful 
and thankful that no Americans were 
killed in Vietnam last week, because 
there is always that possibility. I believe 
there were seven wounded. And then, of 
course, there are the figures for the 
South Vietnamese, our allies, and their 
casualties, I think, number something 
on the order of 2,000. 

We are, as the distinguished Senator 
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ceed to the consideration of items on the 
calendar beginning with No. 1134, up to 
and including No. 1140. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

J.B. RIDDLE 
The bill (S. 2300) for the relief of J.B. 

Riddle was considered, ordered to be en
grossed for a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That the Secre
tary of the Treasury is authorized and di
rected to pay, out of any money in the Treas
ury not otherwise appropriated, to J.B. Riddle 
of Fort Worth, Texas, the sum of $4,800 in 
full settlement of all his claims against the 
United States arising out of the displace
ment and relocation of his business in 1967 
in connection with a federally assisted con
struction project. The said J. B. Riddle is 
ineligible for relocation payments under the 
Advance Acquisition of Land Program of the 
Department of Housing and Urban Devel
opment as a result of his reliance on certain 
misinformation he received from the city of 
Fort Worth, Texas. 

SEC. 2. No part of the amount aippropriated 
in the first section of this Act in excess of 
10 per centum thereof shall be paid or de
livered to or received by any agent or attorney 
on account of services rendered in connection 
with this claim, and the same shall be un
lawful, any contract to the contrary notwith
standing. Any person violating the provisions 
of this section shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor and upon conviction thereof 
shall be fined in any sum not exceeding 
$1,000. 

NATIONAL BETA CLUB WEEK 
The joint resolution (S.J. Res. 251) to 

designate the week which begins on the 
first Sunday in March of each year as 
"National Beta Club Week" was con
sidered, ordered to be engrossed for a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed, as follows: 

Resolved by the Senate and. House of Rep
resentatives of the United. States of Amer
ica in Congress assembled, That the Presi
dent is authorized and requested to issue a 
proclamation designating the week which 
begins on the first Sunday in March of each 
year as "National Beta. Club Week", to rec
ognize the National Beta Club for its dedica
tion to the positive accomplishments of 
American youth and to encourage the fur
thering of its goals to promote honesty, serv
ice, and leadership among the high school 
students in America. 

NATIONAL LEGAL SECRETARIES' 
COURT OBSERVANCE WEEK 

The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 807) au
thorizing the President to proclaim the 
second full week in October of 1972 as 
"National Legal Secretaries' Court Ob
servance Week'' was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

DONATIONS OF SURPLUS PROPERTY 
TO PUBLIC MUSEUMS 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 164) to amend the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 

1949 so as to permit donations of surplus 
property to public museums which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Government Operations with an amend
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That section 203 (j) of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949 ( 40 
U.S.C. 484(j)) is amended-

(1) by striking out "and (C) public librar
ies." at the end of the first sentence of para
graph (3) and inserting in lieu thereof "(C) 
public libraries, and (D) public museums."; 
and 

(2) by adding a.t the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraph: 

"(8) The term 'public museum', as used 
in this subsection, means a museum that 
serves the general public free and receives 
its financial support in whole or in part from 
public funds." 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

DONATIONS OF SURPLUS PROPER
TY TO STATE FISH AND WILD
LIFE AND OUTDOOR RECREA
TION AGENCIES 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill (S. 244) to amend the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 
1949 to permit donations of surplus 
property to State fish and wildlife and 
outdoor recreation agencies which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
Government Operations with an amend
ment to strike out all after the enacting 
clause and insert: 

That S3ction 203(j) of the Federal Prop
erty and Admin ist re.tive Services Act of 1949 
(40 U.S.C. 484(j)) is amended-

( 1) by insertin g "fish and wildlife pro
tection and conservation, outdoor recreation 
research development," before "or civil de
fense" in the first sentence of paragraph 
(1); 

(2) by striking out the last sentence of 
paragraph (3) a n d inserting in lieu thereof 
the following two sentences: "Determina
t ion whether such surplus property ( except 
surplu s property allocated in conformity 
with paragraph (2) of this subsection) is 
usable and necessary for purposes of fish 
and wildlife protection and conservation or 
outdoor recreation research development. or 
for research for any such purpose, in any 
State, shall be made by the Secretary of 
the I n terior, who shall allocate such prop
erty on the basis of needs and utilization 
for transfer by the Administrator to such 
State agency for distribution to fish and 
wildlife or outdoor recreation agencies. No 
such property shall be transferred to any 
State agency until the appropriate Secre
tary has received, from such State agency, 
a. certification that such property is usable 
and needed for educational, public health, 
fish and wildlife protection and conservation 
or outdoor recreation resource development 
purposes in the State, and until the ap
propriate Secretary has determined that 
such State agency has conformed to mini
mum standards of operation prescribed by 
the Secretary for the disposal of surplus 
property."; 

(3) by inserting after "Welfare" ln para
graph ( 6) the following: ", the Secretary 
of the Interior,"; and 

(4) by adding at the end thereof the fol
lowing new paragraphs: 

"(8) The term 'fish and wtldll!e agencies' 
as used in this subsection, means a.ny de-

partment, agency, or instrumentality of any 
State having r esponsibilit y for the admin
istration of laws and programs relating to 
protection and conservation of fish and 
wildlife in such State, including, but not 
limited to, fish a nd game licensing laws. 

"(9) The term 'outdoor recreation agen
cies', as used in this subsection , means any 
department, agency, or instrumentality of 
any State having responsibility for the ad
min ist rat ion of laws and programs relating 
to the development of outdoor recreation 
resources in such State." 

SEc. 2. Section 203 (n) of the Federal Prop
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949 
(40 U.S.C. 484(n)) is amended-

( 1) by striking out "either such officer" in 
the first sentence and inserting in lieu there
of "any such officer"; 

(2) by inserting after "Welfare," in the 
first and third sentences "the Secretary of 
the Interior,"; and 

(3) by insarting before "or civil defense" 
in the third sentence "fish and wildlife pro
tection and conservation, outdoor recreation 
resource development,". 

SEc. 3. The first sentence of section 203 (o) 
of the Federal Property and Administrative 
Services Act of 1949 (40 U.S.C. 484(0)) is 
amended-

( 1) by inserting "and the Secretary of the 
Interior" after "Welfare"; a.nd 

(2) by inserting "or fish and wildlife or 
outdoor recreation agencies" after "institu
tions". 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President in an 
effort to improve the quality or' life in 
this Nation, we have made many de
mands upon State governments. This is 
particularly true in the area of protec
tion and improvement of our environ
ment. The passage of Senate bill 244 
would go a long way toward assisting 
State governments meet their responsi
bilities as well as strengthening the Fed
eral-State partnership in this area. This 
would allow surplus Federal personal 
property to be donated to State agencies 
charged with the responsibility of pre
serving, protecting, and increasing our 
fish and wildlife population. It would 
also allow State agencies to receive Fed
eral surplus property to develop outdoor 
recreational areas. 

Fish and wildlife constitute a vital re
source to this Nation. It seems to me a 
matter of commonsense and good judg
ment to allow these State agencies to 
receive unused surplus Federal personal 
property to strengthen and improve this 
vital resource. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time 
and passed. ' 

PROGRAM INFORMATION ACT 
The bill (S. 718) to create a catalog of 

Federal assistance programs, and for 
other purposes was considered, ordered 
to be engrossed for a third reading read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 
Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled., 

SHORT TXTLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
"Program Information Aot". 

DEFXNrrIONS 
SEc. 2. For the purposes of this Act--
(a) The term "Federal domestic ass1ste.nce 

program" means any activity of a Federal 
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agency which provides assistance or benefits, 
whether in the United States or a.broad, that 
can be reque.sted or applied 'for by a. State 
or local government, or any instrumentality 
thereof, any domestic profit or nonprofit 
corporation, institution, or individual, other 
than an agency of the Federal Government. 

(b) A "Federal domestic assistance pro
gram" may in practice be called a. program, 
an activity, a. service, a project, or some other 
name regardless of whether it ls identified as 
a separate program by statute or regulation. 
A program shall be identified in terms of 
differing legal authority, administering of
fice, funding, financial outlays, purpose, 
benefits, and beneficiaries. 

(c) "Assistance or benefits" includes but 
is not limited to grants, loans, loan guaran
tees, scholarships, mortgage loans and in
surance or other types of financial assistance; 
assistance in the form of provision of Federal 
facilities, goods, or services, donation or pro
vision of surplus real and personal property; 
technical assistance and counseling; statis
itical and other expert information; and 
service activities df regulatory agencies. 
"Assistance or benefits" does not include 
conventional public information services. 

(d) "Requested or applied for" means that 
the potential applicant or beneficiary must 
initiate the process which wlll eventually re
sult in the provision of assistance or benefits. 

( e) "Administering office" means the low
est subdivision of any Federal agency that 
has direct operational responsibility for man
aging a. Federal domestic assistance program. 

EXCLUSION 

SEC. 3. This Act does not apply to any ac
tivities related to the collection or evaluation 
of national security information. 

CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTIC ASSISTANCE 
PROGRAMS 

SEC. 4. The President shall transmit to Con
gress no later than May 1 of each regular ses
sion a. ca.tolog of Federal domestic assistance 
programs, referred to in this Act as "the 
catalog", in accordance with this Act. 

PURPOSE OF CATALOG 

SEC. 5. The ca.ta.log shall be designed to 
assist the potential beneficiary to identify all 
existing Federal domestic assistance pro
grams wherever administered, and shall sup
ply information for each program so that the 
potential beneficiary can determine whether 
particular assistance or benefits might be 
available to him for the purposes he wishes. 

REQUIRED PROGRAM INFORMATION 

SEc. 6. For each Federal domestic assist
ance program, the catalog shall-

( 1) identify the program, including the 
name of the program, the authorizing stat
ute, the specific administering office, and a 
brief description of the program and its 
objectives; 

(2) describe the program structure, in
cluding eligibillty requirements, formulas 
governing the distribution of funds, types 
of assistance or benefits, and obligations and 
duties of recipients or beneficiaries; 

(3) provide financial information, includ
ing current authorizations and appropria
tions of funds, the obligations incurred for 
past yea.rs, the current amount of unobli
gated balances, and other pertinent financial 
information; 

(4) identify the appropriate officials to 
contact, both in central and field offices, in
cluding addresses and telephone numbers; 

( 5) provide a general description of the 
application process, including application 
deadlines, coordination requirements, proc
essing time requirements, and other perti
nent procedural explanations; and 

(6) identify closely related programs. 
J'ORK OJ' CATALOG 

SEC. 7. (a) The program lnformatlon may 
be set forth In such form as the President 

may determine, and the catalog may include 
such other program information and data as 
in his opinion a.re necessary or desirable in 
order to assist the potential program bene
ficiary to understand and take advantage of 
each Federal domestic assistance program. 

(b) The catalog shall contain a. detailed 
tndex designed to assist the potential bene
ficiary to identify all Federal domestic as
sistance programs related to a. particular 
need. 

( c) The catalog shall be in all respects 
concise, clear, understandable, and such that 
it can be easily understood by the potential 
beneficiary. 

QUARTERLY ,REVISION 

SEC. 8. The President shall revise the cata
log at no less than quarterly intervals. Ea.ch 
revision-

( 1) shall reflect any changes in the pro
gram information listed in section 6; 

(2) shall further reflect the addition, con
solidation, reorganization, or cessation of 
Federal domestic assistance programs; 

(3) shall include such other program in
formation as wlll provide the most current 
information on changes in financial in
formation, on changes in organizations ad
ministering the Federal domestic assistance 
programs, and on other changes of direct, 
immediate relevance to potential program 
beneficiaries as will most accurately reflect 
the full scope of Federal domestic assist
ance programs; 

( 4) may include such other program in
formation and data as in the President's 
opinion are necessary or desirable in order 
to assist the potential program beneficiary 
to understand and take advantage of each 
Federal domestic assistance program. 
PUBLICATION AND DISTRmUTION OF THE CATALOG 

SEC. 9. (a.) The President (or an official to 
whom such function ls delegated pursuant to 
section 10 of this Act) shall prepare, publish. 
and maintain the catalog and shall make 
such catalog and revisions thereof available 
to the public at prices approximately equal 
to the cost in quantities adequate to meet 
public demand. 

(b) There is authorized to be distributed 
without cost to Members of Congress and 
Resident Commissioners not to exceed five 
thousand copies of catalogs and revisions. 

(c) There ls authorized to be distributed 
without cost to Federal agencies, State and 
local units of government and local re
positories not to exceed twenty-five thousand 
copies of catalogs and revisions as deter
mined by the President or his delegated rep
resentative. 

(d) The catalog shall be the single author
itative, Government-wide compendium of 
Federal domestic assistance program informa
tion produced by the Government. Special
ized catalogs for specific a.d hoc purposes 
may be developed within the framework of, 
or as a supplement to, the Government-wide 
compendium and shall be allowed only when 
specifically authorized and developed within 
guidelines and criteria to be determined by 
the President. 

( e) Any existing provisions of law re
quiring the preparation or publication of 
such catalogs are superseded to the extent 
they may be in conflict with the provisions of 
this Act. 

DELEGATION OF FUNCTIONS 

SEC. 10. The President may delegate any 
function conferred upon him by this Act, 
including preparation and distribution of the 
catalog, to the head of any Federal agency, 
with authority for redelegation as he may 
deem appropriate. 

WOODSY OWL 
The Senate proceeded to consider the 

bill CS. 3947) to prevent the unauthor-

ized manufacture and use of the char
acter "Woodsy Owl," and for other pur
poses, was announced as next in order. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had · been reported from the 
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry 
with amendments Cal. No. 1140, S. 3947 
Agriculture and Forestry on page 2. lin~ 
22, after the word "or", strike out 
"name."; and on page 3, after line 15 
strike out: ' 

"This section shall not make unlawful the 
use of any such emblem, sign, insignia, or 
words which was lawful on the date of enact
ment of this Act. 

So as to make the bill read: 
s. 3947 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House 
of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of Agriculture may, under such 
arrangements and terms and conditions as 
he deems suitable, establish and collect use 
or royalty fees for the manufacture, repro
duction, or use of the character and name 
"Woodsy Owl" and the associated slogan 
"Give a Hoot, Don't Pollute", originated by 
the Forest Service, United States :Qepart
ment of Agriculture, as a symbol for a. public 
service campaign to promote wise use of the 
environment and programs which foster 
maintenance and improvement of environ
mental quality. 

SEc. 2. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
deposit into a special account all fees col
lected pursuant to this Act. Such fees a.re 
hereby made available for obligation and 
expenditure for the purpose of furthering 
the "Woodsy Owl" campaign. 

SEc. 3. As used in this Act, the name or 
character "Woodsy Owl" means the repre
sentation of a fanciful owl, who wears slacks 
(forest green when colored), a. belt (brown 
when colored), and a. Robin Hood style hat 
(forest green when colored) with a feather 
(red when colored), and who furthers the 
slogan "Give a Hoot, Don't Pollute", which 
was originated by the Forest Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture as a 
symbol and slogan for a. public servl~e cam
paign and to promote wise use of the environ
ment and programs which foster maintenance 
and improvement of environmental quality. 

SEC. 4. Chapter 33 of title 18 of the United 
St~tes Code ls amended by adding after 
section 711 a new section to be designated 
section 711a, as follows: 
"§711a. 'Woodsy Owl' character, slogan, or 

name. 
"As used in this section, the name or char

acter 'Woodsy Owl' means the representation 
of a fanciful owl, who wears slacks (forest 
green when colored) , a belt (brown when 
colored), and a. Robin Hood style hat (forest 
green when colored) with a feather (red 
when colored); and who furthers the slogan 
'Give a Hoot, Don't Pollute', which was 
originated by the Forest Service, United 
States Department of Agriculture, as a sym
bol and slogan for a public s~rvlce campaign 
to promote wise use of the environment and 
programs which foster maintenance and im
provement of environmental quality. 

"Whoever, except as authorized under 
rules and regulations issued by the Secretary 
of Agriculture, knowingly manufactures, 
reproduces, or uses the character 'Woodsy 
Owl', the associated slogan, 'Give a Hoot, 
Don't Pollute', the name 'Woodsy Owl', or 
facsimiles or simulations of such character, 
slogan, or name in such a manner as sug
gests the character 'Woodsy Owl' shall be 
fined not more than $250 or imprisoned not 
more than six months, or both. 

"A violation of this section may be en
joined at the suit of the Attorney General 
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upon complaint by the Secretary of Agri
culture." 

SEC. 5. The analysis of chapter 33 immedi
ately preceding section 701 of title 18 of the 
United States Code ls amended by adding 
at the end thereof: 
"71la. 'Woodsy Owl' character, slogan, or 

na.n1e.". 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, reserving 
the right t.o object-and I will not ob
ject-what is a "Woodsy Owl"? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I think it has some
thing t.o do with the Forest Service and 
a campaign to bring about protection of 
the environment. 

Mr. SCOTT. If it is for the ecology or 
for motherhood or for the flag, I have 
no objection. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Or for the Republi
can Party. 

Mr. SCOTT. Or for the Republican 
Party. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing t.o the committee 
amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered t.o be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, that 
concludes the call of the calendar. 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING: NEW 
CHIEF, NEW POLICY 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent t.o have printed in 
the RECORD an account of an obituary 
of a fine idea. Only a few years ago, many 
of us had great hopes that there could 
be established in this country a nonparti
san, objective, public broadcasting net
work, worthy of our great country. Eng
land, Canada, and Japan, among other 
countries, have accomplished this goal. 

I think that they have fine public 
broadcasting networks and products as 
well. Those public broadcasting compa
nies have produced some of the finest 
films, films which we have rebroadcast 
having obtained them from those net
works in recent years. 

It is a great tragedy that our efforts 
were not more successful-and I ref er, 
of course, particularly t.o the Presidential 
vet.o of the bill we had passed-and the 
account of the demise of independent 
public broadcasting will sadden everyone 
interested in the future progress of our 
country. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
(From the Washington Post, Sept. 21, 1972] 

PUBLIC BROADCASTING: NEW CHIEF, 
NEW POLICY 

(By John Carmody) 
After two days as chief of the nation's pub

llc broadcasting industry, Henry Loomis has 
announced a tough new policy toward pro
gramming, including the controversial area. 
of public affairs. 

The new president of the Corporation for 
Public Broa.dca.stlng, who lives in Middle
burg, Va.., said yesterday that he had "never 
seen a publ1c TV show." But he laid it on the 
line: CPB with its hands-off policy on pro
gram.ming, "had tried to duck its responsibil
ity and it wa,sn't successful." 

In a separate session before the PBS board 
of directors meeting here and in a ha.lf
hour, nationwide closed-circuit broadcast 
with the network's 225 station managers, 
Loomis said: 

The CPB, formerly only a. management 
"umbrella." for public broadcasting, will 
take a strong role in determining dally pro
gram content over the nationwide PBS net
work. 

"Instant analysis" and other public af
fairs programming techniques that mimic 
commercial TV practices probably wlll be 
dropped. 

Long-range financing for public broad
casting will not be pushed for at least sev
eral years. 

While it eventually should be "much 
more," funding is currently at a satisfactory 
level. 

"The cultural field" and programs directed 
at a "specialized" audience, rather than 
mass audiences, should be stressed. 

Loomis' views are virtually identical to 
those of the Nixon administration and con
gressional opponents of public TV over the 
last year. His appointment as CPB presi
dent has been expected by industry sources 
following the takeover of the 15-member 
CPB board this summer by an administration 
majority. Former Rep. Tom Curtis of Mis
souri, a longtime Republican, was named 
board chairman last month. 

Public television programming, particu
larly in the area of public affairs, has brought 
criticism in the last year from the adminis
ration, Congress and some local station man
agers. 

Loomis said the corporation would at 
present not actively seek long-range financ
ing, which had been called essential to proper 
programming by its supporters in the in
dustry and in Congress, where backers were 
mostly Democrats. 

"We'll be trying for that one a couple of 
years from now," he told the station man
agers. President Nixon vetoed a two-year 
funding plan in June. 

As Loomis sees it, the industry, founded 
in 1968, should be pleased with its present 
30 per cent annual growth. (The funding is 
$45 mlllion this year.) "It's possible to get 
too much too soon," while staff excellence 
and expertise lags, he told the PBS board. 

Following Loomis' appearances yesterday, 
industry sources took a wait-and-see atti
tude. They suggested he had not had time 
to be properly briefed since accepting the 
$42,500-a-year Job, which he starts officially 
on Oct. 1. 

Loomis told a reporter later that when 
approached a.bout the job following the res
ignation of John Macy Jr. as CPB president 
in August, he had asked, "What the hell is 
it?" 

An independently wealthy man, Loomis 
said he had long regarded his previous serv
ice in important posts in the Departments 
of Defense, HEW, USIA and at the White 
House during the la.st 20 years as "nonpar
tisan." 

"I always considered myself what the 
British call a 'permanent undersecretary,'" 
he said yesterday. "But four years ago (when 
Mr. Nixon appointed him to the USIA, where 
he is currently deputy director), I changed. 
Mr. Nixon was my guy in 1968 and I feel 
very strongly about it this election year." 

In hinting that the "instant analysis" of 
major political events will be dropped, he 
said public affairs programming should only 
"supplement and enrich" what is offered by 
commercial networks. He later told a reporter 
that he was "concerned about the propriety 
of using public funds to be competitive with 
commercial networks" in any area of broad
casting. 

Loomis asked PBS station managers to do 
"much more in the cultural field." The role 
of public broadcasting is to direct program
ming to a specialized, not a mass audience, 
he said. An example would be "a program 
of an excellent cultural nature that is too 
expensive for the commercial networks to 
do." 

Loomis' remarks yesterday were in line 
with Nixon administration criticism of pub
lic television beginning last October with 
an attack by Dr. Clay T. Whitehead, di
rector of the Office of Telecommunications 
Policy. 

The CPB was formed in 1968, a year after 
President Lyndon Johnson successfully 
backed a public broadcasting bill. Under 
Macy, the new corporation took over what 
had been the loose-knit educational TV net
work and, as PBS, with federal equipment 
and programming money, grew to the present 
225 TV stations and hundreds of public radio 
outlets. . 

Last fall, the political roof fell in on 
Macy. The PBS (and the Ford Foundation) 
pushed through a public affairs outlet in 
Washington. The National Public Affairs 
Center for Television promptly hired liberal 
correspondents Sander Vanocur and Robert 
MacNeil at high salaries, which drew even 
Democratic criticism in Congress. 

A series of controversial network shows as 
well as a marked increase in the PBS na
tional audience attracted further notice for 
the public network. In June, Mr. Nixon 
vetoed a two-year $65-mlllion authorization 
for CPB. Macy, in ill health, subsequently 
resigned, along with other top CPB aides. 

COMMUNICATIONS FROM EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS, ETC. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. ALLEN), laid before the Senate 
the following letters, which were referred 
as indicated: 
REPORT ON DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE PROCURE

MENT FROM SMALL AND OTHER BUSINESS 
FIRMS 

A letter from the Assistant Secretary of 
Defense (Installations and Logistics), trans
mitting, pursuant to law, a report on Depart
ment of Defense Procurement from Small 
and Other Business Firms, for fiscal year 
1972 (with an accompanying report); to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing and Urban 
Affairs. 
PUBLICATION OF FEDERAL POWER COMMISSION 

A letter from the Chairman, Federal Power 
Commission, transmitting, for the informa
tion of the Senate, a publication entitled 
"Typical Electric Bllls, 1971" (with an ac
companying document); to the Committee 
on Commerce. 
PROPOSED DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA TORT CLAIMS 

AND CLAIMS PROCEDURE ACT 
A letter from the Assistant to the Commis

sioner, the District of Columbia., transmit
ting a draft of proposed legislation to define 
the scope of tort liabllity of the Government 
of the District of Columbia, and for other 
purposes (with accompanying papers); to 
the Committee on the District of Columbia. 
PROPOSED CREATION OF AN INTERNATIONAL 

CENTn 
A letter from the Assistant Secretary for 

Congressional Relations, transmitting a draft 
of proposed legislation to create an Interna
tional Center to make sites available for 
chanceries of foreign embassies in Washing
ton and for a new headquarters for the <>rga.. 
nization of American States (with an accom
panying paper); to the Committee on Por
eign Relations. 
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The following reports of committees 
were submitted: 

By Mr. HRUSKA (for Mr. COOK), from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, without amend
ment: 

s. 3766. A bill for the relief of Frank P. 
Muto, Alphonso A. Muto, Arthur E. Scott, and 
F. Clyde Wilkinson (Rept. No. 92-1200); 

H.R. 6467. An act for the relief of Harold 
J. Seaborg (Rept. No. 92-1206); 

H.R. 7946. An act for the relief of Jerry L. 
Chancellor (Rept. No. 92-1204); ., 

H.R. 10012. An act for the relief of David 
J. Foster (Rept. NQ. 92-1206); 

H.R.10363. An a.ct for the relief of Herbert 
Improte (Rept. No. 92-1209); 

H.R.12099. An a.ct for the relief of Sara B. 
Garner (Rept. No. 92-1207); 

.R. 12903. An act for the relief of Anne M. 
Sack (Rept. No. 92-1208); 

S. Res. 132. Resolution to refer the bill 
(S. 2026) entitled "A bill for the relief of 
the Eriez Magnetics Corporation" to the 
ChiM Commissioner of the United States 
Court of Claims for a report thereon (Rept. 
No. 92-1202); and 

s. Res. 290. Resolution to refer the bill 
(S. 3461) entitled "A bill for the relief of the 
Crown Coat Front Company, Incorporated,'' 
to the Chief Commissioner of the United 
States Court of Claims for a. report thereon 
(Rept. No. 92-1203). 

By Mr. HRUSKA (for Mr. COOK), from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with an amend
ment: 

s. 3008. A bill for the relief of August F. 
Walz (Rept. No. 92-1210); 

S. 3066. A bill for the relief of Maurice 
Marchbanks (Rept. No. 92-1211); and 

H.R. 11629. An act for the relief of Cpl. 
Bobby R. Mullins (Rept. No. 92-1212). 

By Mr. HRUSKA (for Mr. COOK), from the 
Committee on the Judiciary, with amend
ments: 

H.R. 11047. An act for the relief of Donald 
W. Wotring (Rept. No. 92-1213). 

By Mr. MAGNUSON, from the Committee 
on Commerce, without amendment: 

H.R. 9601. An act to amend the North 
Pacific Fisheries Act of 1954, and for other 
purposes (Rept. No. 92-1201) . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, H.R. 
9501 would amend the International 
North Pacific Fisheries Act of 1954. It 
is needed due to the fact that certain 
provisions of the International North
west Atlantic Fisheries Act of 1950 are 
incorporated in the North Pacific Fish
eries Act by reference, and some of these 
provisions have been amended by Public 
Law 92-87. 

Title I of H.R. 9501 would amend the 
North Pacific Fisheries Act to take these 
amendments of the Northwest Atlantic 
Act into account. Thus H.R. 9501 will 
enable the North Pacific Act to stand 
alone. There is also clarifying language 
to transfer fisheries responsibilities from 
the Department of Interior to the De
partment of Commerce. 

Title II provides for alternate U.S. 
Commissioners so that the United States 
will not be at a disadvantage when other 
nations are represented by their full 
complement. 

The bill would make payment of ex
penses for a limited number of Com
mission advisers mandatory, rather than 
discretionary as at present. Also, Com
missioners would be appointed for stag-

gered terms so that not more than one 
of the Commissioners' teTms would ex
pire in any year. The appointments 
would be for 4-year terms. 

By Mr. AIKEN, from the Committee on 
Agriculture and Forestry, with amendments: 

s. 3973. A bill to establish a system of 
wild areas within the lands of the national 
forest system (Rept. No. 92-1214). 

By Mr. WILLIAMS, from the Committee 
on Labor and Public Welfare, with an 
amendment: 

S. 3669. A bill establishing a commis.sion 
to develop a realistic plan leading to the 
conquest of multiple sclerosis at the earliest 
possible date (Rept. No. 92-1216). 

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 
COMMITTEES 

As in executive session, the following 
favorable reports of nominations were 
submitted: 

By Mr. BENNETT, from the Committee on 
Finance: 

Darrell D. Wiles, of Missouri, to be a judge 
of the U.S. Tax Court. 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first time 
and, by unanimous consent, the second 
time, and ref erred as indicated: 

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself and Mr. 
McGEE): 

S. 4021. A bill to construct an Indian Art 
and Cultural Center in Riverton, Wyo., and 
for other purposes. Referred to the Commit
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

By Mr. MAGNUSON (for himself, Mr. 
JACKSON, and Mr. CHURCH) : 

S. 4022. A bill to provide for the participa
tion of the United States in the International 
Exposition on the Environment to be held in 
Spokane, Wash., in 1974, and for other 
purposes. Referred to the Committee on 
Foreign Relations. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. HANSEN (for himself and 
Mr. McGEE): 

S. 4021. A bill to construct an Indian 
Art and Cultural Center in Riverton, 
Wyo., and for other purposes. Ref erred 
to the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. 

INDIAN ART AND CULTURAL CENTER ACT 

Mr. HANSER Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation on behalf of 
myself and my distinguished colleague, 
Mr. McGEE to construct an Indian Art 
and Cultural Center on the campus of 
the Central Wyoming College near River
ton, Wyo. 

In my work with the Senate Interior 
Committee I have the opportunity of 
listening to testimony and working with 
various Indian groups from all over the 
United States. 

The social, historic, and cultural con
tribution of these people deserve the con
stant and continued recognition of all 
Americans. 

The legislation which I am introduc
ing today will highlight this contribution 

and will hopefully lead to the realization 
of several years of intensive, cooperative 
planning and research with Indian citi
zens from throughout the mountain area. 

As introduced, the bill envisions the 
establishment of an Indian Art and 
Cultural Center that would serve the 
students of Central Wyoming College 
campus located on the Wind River Res
ervation in Wyoming. 

The proposed center is endorsed fully 
by the Joint Business Council of the Sho
shone and Arapahoe Tribes. In this re
gard, I ask unanimous consent that a 
letter endorsing the Indian Arts and 
Cultural Center to the president of Cen
tral Wyoming College be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

Mr. President, I am proud to sponsor 
this legislation with my colleague, Sena
tor McGEE, and I urge its early approval. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

\ SHOSHONE & ARAPAHOE TRIBES, 
Fort Washakie, Wyo., August 22, 1972, 

Dr. WALTER PALMBERG, 
President, Central Wyoming College, 
Riverton, Wyo. 

DEAR DR. PALMBERG: Mr. Bob Rowan, Home
School Coordinator, met with the Joint Busi
ness Council on August 16, 1972, regarding 
the building of an Indian Arts and Cultural 
Center at Central Wyoming College. 

The Business Council voted to endorse the 
Indian Arts and Cultural Center. 

However, we would like to request more 
emphasis on sound educational programs, 
such as developing a lab, audio visual aids 
for use in elementary schools; and for this 
to be built more on the philosophy of quality 
education rather than just an Indian Arts 
and Cultural Center. 

Sincerely yours, 
ROBERT N. HARRIS, Sr., 

Chairman, Shoshone Business Council. 
JESSE Mn.LER, 

Chairman, Arapahoe Business Council. 

ADDITIONAL COSPSONORS OF BILLS 
AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

S.3659 

At the request of Mr. WILLIAMS, the 
Senator from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN
NEDY) was added as a cosponsor of 
S. 3659, a bill establishing a commission 
to develop a realistic plan leading to the 
conquest of multiple sclerosis at the 
earliest possible date. 

s. 3814 

At the request of Mr. TuNNEY, the 
Senator from Indiana (Mr. BAYH), the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. CANNON), the 
Senator from Iowa (Mr. HUGHES), the 
Senator from Minnesota (Mr. HUM
PHREY), the Senator from Montana (Mr. 
MANSFIELD), the Senator from Maine 
(Mr. MUSKIE), and the Senator from 
Rhode Island (Mr. PASTORE) were added 
as cosponsors of S. 3814, a bill to amend 
the Bank Secrecy Act. 

s. 3880 

At the request of Mr. JORDAN of Idaho 
(for Mr. SCHWEIKER) the Senators from 
Minnesota (Mr. MONDALE and Mr. HUM
PHREY) were added as cosponsors of S. 
3880, the National Diabetes Education 
and Detection Act. 
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TUNNEY-GURNEY ANTITRUST BILL 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I was 

pleased to join yesterday with the distin
guished Senator from California (Mr. 
TuNNEY) in cosponsoring legislation 
which would amend the antitrust laws so 
as to make more information available 
to the courts, and to the public, about 
proposed consent decree settlements of 
antitrust cases. 

Through its history, the Nation has 
been committed to the ideals of freedom 
and the free enterprise system. Competi
tion between entrepreneurs at the mar
ketplace has been considered by most to 
be indispensable to the production of 
quality goods at the lowest possible 
prices. Producers and consumers alike 
benefit when no one company or corpora
tion controls an industry to the extent 
that competitive producers can be driven 
out of the market or that prices can be 
set at arbitrarily high levels. 

Just as Government is charged with 
the responsibility of protecting the rights 
of individuals in a political and social 
sense. so, too, does it have an obligation 
to protect their rights in an economic 
sense. For this very reason, starting with 
the Interstate Commerce Act in 1887, 
antitrust legislation has been passed to 
protect businessmen and consumers alike 
from monopolistic practices that act in 
restraint of trade. The Sherman Act, the 
Clayton Act, and the creation of the Fed
eral Trade Commission are but a few ex
amples of our efforts to insure that the 
free enterprise system remains free and 
competitive. 

The need for effective antitrust legis
lation is·just as important today as it ever 
was, and while the laws on the books 
have served us well, changing times al
ways leave room for improvement. In re
cent years we have seen a dramatic in
crease in the number of conglomerates 
or holding companies-huge corporations 
that have interests in a wide range of in
dustries. 

There is nothing necessarily wrong 
with size, per se, and in many cases the 
industries involved may benefit, but un
less a watchful eye is kept on such devel
opments there is a danger that the inter
ests of the public may be done a dis
service. 

The key here is information, inf orma
tion on what is being contemplated how 
it came to pass, what the public ~pact 
might be, and how individuals affected 
might obtain recourse in case of injury. 
With present-day business dealings more 
complex than ever, the public has a need 
for a greater amount of information than 
ever if its interest is to be best served. 
And that is exactly what this bill pro
poses to do-make more information 
available to all concerned. 

Specifically, this bill establishes a spe
cific but reasonable set of standards and 
guidelines to govern the settlement of 
antitrust cases and, in particular, the 
procedure by which consent judgments 
are entered into. This bill basically ex
pands upon existing law and does not 
work undue hardship upon any one. In 
my view, its passage would have the 

Positive effect on enhancing public con
fidence in the way antitrust cases are 
being handled. 

Basically, the bill can be divided into 
three sections. The first section would 
require that any consent decree propQsed 
by the Justice Department must be filed 
with the court and published in the Fed
eral Register 60 days before it is intended 
to take effect. At the same time the De
partment would be required to file a 
"public impact" statement listing inf or
mation on the case, the settlement pro
posed, the remedies available to po
tential private plaintiffs damaged by the 
alleged violation, a description of alter
native to the settlement, and the antici
pated effects of such alternatives. 

As it. stands now, these consent decrees 
must be filed with the court 30 days in 
advance and similar public impact state
ments are already required in other areas 
by the National Environmental Protec
tion Act. The extra time and additional 

. information that this bill requires is for 
the purpose of encouraging and, in some 
cases, soliciting additional information 
and public comment that will help the 
court decide if the consent decree should 
be granted. To ensure that public com
ment receives consideration, a further 
provision requires that the Justice De
partment file a formal response to it. 

As to whether or not the consent de
cree should be accepted by the court, this 
bill requires that the decree be accepted 
only after the court has determined that 
it is in the public interest. This is a par
ticularly important provision since, after 
entry of a consent decree, it is often diffi
cult for private parties to recover dam
ages for antitrust injuries. In some cases, 
the court may find that it is more in the 
public interest, for this reason and 
others, for the case to go to trial instead 
of being settled by agreement. 

However, the consent decree is an im
portant and useful tool of law enforce
ment and it is not the purpose of this 
bill to undo its effectiveness. Instead, the 
bill provides that proceedings before the 
district court in connection with either 
the decree itself or the required public 
impact statements are not admissible as 
evidence against any defendant in any 
antitrust action nor may they be used as 
a basis for introduction of the decree it
self as evidence. By declining to give it 
prima facie effect as a matter of law, the 
consent decree is thereby preserved as 
an effective tool of law enforcement. 

The other sections of the bill raise the 
penalties for criminal violations of the 
antitrust laws and improve the appeal 
procedures in antitrust cases. Both are 
needed. The present maximum fine of 
$50,000 is an inadequate deterrent 
against violations and providing for im
mediate Supreme Court review of those 
cases of general public importance can 
only benefit everyone concerned. If we 
are to be effective in our efforts to pro
mote free enterprise and discourage mo
nopolistic activity, we must be :firm, must 
be fair, and we must ensure that the 
public interest-the rights of individuals 
to buy and sell goods at the marketplace 

without undue interference--be pro
tected. 

THE GAMBRELL-SPARKMAN 
AMENDMENT TO S. 3337 

Mr. GAMBRELL. Mr. President, on 
September 13, 1972, during the debate 
on S. 3337, the senior Senator from New 
York (Mr. JAVITs) asked that additional 
information be furnished for the RECORD 
regarding the amendment which I of
fered on behalf of the senior Senator 
from Alabama (Mr. SPARKMAN). 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
statement providing additional informa
tion concerning this amendment. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT 

The Gambrell-Sparkman amendment to s. 
3337 does not in a.ny way detract from the 
additional incentives given to the MESBIC 
program by that bill. The Committee on 
Banking, Housing, a.nd Urban Aff'a.irs a.greed 
with the Administration that several major 
changes were necessary to attract more spon
sors a.nd more private ca.pita.I to the MESBIC 
program, as well a.s to keep some of the 
present MESBICs active a.nd viable concerns. 
There wa.s no dissent from that position ex
pressed during the Committee's considera
tion of S. 3337. 

The amendment offered by Senator Gam
brell on behalf of Sena.tor Sparkman a.nd 
adopted by the Senate on September 13 
merely improves the overall legislation. 

The amendment has two provisions. First, 
it would bring more private ca.pita.I into the 
SBIC industry by permitting the Sm.all Busi
ness Administration to provide leverage be
yond the present limitation. Ever since the 
1967 Amendments to the Small Business In
vestment Act were enacted, SBICs with pri
vate capital above $3.7-mlllion have been dis
criminated a.gs.inst, for they have not been 
able to obtain a.ny leverage on their ca.pita.I 
in excess of that a.mount. By doubling the 
celling, SBICs will be able to leverage their 
private capital up to a.bout $7-mlllion. 

The second pa.rt of the amendment would 
allow smaller SBICs to qualify for the so
called third-dollar leverage if they specialize 
in making equity investments, rather than 
straigh~ loans. This third tier of leverage was 
authorized for the first time in the 1967 
Amendments to the Small Business Invest
ment Act, but it wa.s limited to SBICs · with 
private ca.pita.I above $1-million. The 1967 
innovation ha.s served its purpose well, be
cause SBICs a.re now making more invest
ments and fewer loans now than they were 
prior to 1967. On the other hand, there ls no 
reason why SBICs with private ca.pita.I be
low $1-mlllion should not be given the same 
inducement to invest, rather than lend, so 
the Gambrell-Sparkman amendment to s. 
3337 provides that all SBICs with private 
ca.pita.I above $500,000 should be eligible for 
third-dollar leverage if they meet the neces
sary criteria.. 

Incidentally, S. 3337 a.s reported from the 
Committee, allows MESBICs to leverage a.11 
their private ca.pita.I without a.ny ce111ng 
whatever; the Gambrell-Sparkman amend
ment does not give this privilege to regular 
SBICs. Under the bill, MESBICs with private 
ca.pita.I of $500,000 or more a.re entitled to 
third-dollar leverage. 

SBA data. show that regular SBICs have 
made far more dollars avail.able to minority 
businessmen than have MESBICs over the 





















































































September 22, 1972


ing the day to be decided upon by the


distinguished majority leader or his des-

ignee, at which time action on the un-

finished business, S. 3970, a bill to estab-

lish a Council of Consumer Advisers in


the Executive Office of the President, will


be resumed by the Senate.


The pending question when the un-

finished business, S. 3970, is resumed on


Monday, will be on the adoption of


amendment No. 1568 by the distinguished


Senator from Alabama (Mr. ALLEN) .


I am informed by the distinguished


author of that amendment, Mr. ALLEN,


that there will be a yea-and-nay vote


on the amendment. Senators, therefore,


are alerted to the fact that yea-and-nay


votes, in all likelihood, will occur on


Monday.


At least one amendment to the con-

sumer advisers bill will be voted on on 

Monday, the amendment I have just re-

ferred to, by Mr. ALLEN, and other


amendments to that bill may be called


up requiring yea-arid-nay votes thereon. 

Conference reports, of which there are 

several yet to be called up before adjourn- 

ment sine die, can be called up at any 

time, they being privileged matters and, 

of course, yea-and-nay votes can occur 

thereon. 

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY, SEP- 

TEMBER 25, 1972, AT 9 A.M. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if there be no further business to come 

before the Senate, I move, in accordance 

with the previous order, that the Senate 

stand in adjournment until 9 o'clock 

a.m. on Monday next. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 3:35


p.m. the Senate adjourned until Mon- 

day, September 25, 1972, at 9 a.m. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 

Senate September 22, 1972:


DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA COUNCIL 

The following-named persons to be mem-

bers of the District of Columbia Council for 

the terms indicated:


F or the remainder of the term expiring


February 1, 1974:


Rockwood Hoar Foster, of the District of 

Columbia, vice Henry K. Willard, resigned.


Marjorie Parker, of the District of Colum-

bia, vice Margaret A. Haywood, resigned.


For the term expiring February 1, 1975:


Jerry A. Moore, Jr., of the District of Co-

lumbia; (reappointment) .


U.S. NAVY


V ice Adm. Frederic A. Bardshar, U.S. Navy,


for appointment to the grade of vice admiral,


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


when retired, pursuant to the provisions of


title 10, United States Code, section 5233.


U.S. ARMY


The following-named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under 

the provisions of title 10, United States Code, 

section 3962:


To be general 

Gen. Ralph Edward Haines, Jr.,          

    , Army of the United States (major gen- 

eral, U.S. Army) . 

U.S. NAVY 

V ice Adm. Harold G. Bowen, Jr., U.S. Navy,


for appointment to the grade of vice admiral, 

when retired, pursuant to the provisions of


title 10, United States Code, Section 5233. 

COMP iitMATIONS


Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate September 22, 1972:


U.S. ARMY 

The following-named officer under the pro- 

visions of title 10, United States Code, section


3066, to be assigned to a position of impor-

tance and responsibility designated by the 

President under subsection (a) df section 

3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. John Russell Deane, Jr.,         

      U.S. Army. 

The following-named officer under the pro- 

visions of title 10, United States Code, section 

3066, to be assigned to a position of impor-

tance and responsibility designated by the


President under subsection (a) of section


3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Donald Harry Cowles,          

    , U.S. Army. 

The following-named officer under the pro-

visions of title 10, United States Code, sec-

tion 3066, to be assigned to a position of im-

portance and responsibility designated by


the President under subsection (a) of section


3066, in grade as follows: 

To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Elmer Hugo Almquist, Jr.,     

       , U.S. Army.


The following named officer to be placed


on the retired list in grade indicated under


the provisions of title 10, United States Code,


section 3962:


To be lieutenant general


Lt. Gen. Stanley R. Larsen,            , 

Army df the United States (major general, 

U.S. Army) . 

The following-named officer under the pro- 

visions of title 10, United States Code, section 

3066, to be assigned to a position of impor- 

tance and responsibility designated by the 

President under subsection (a) of section


3066, in grade as follows:


To be lieutenant general


Maj. Gen. Phillip Buford Davidson, Jr.,


           , U.S. Army. 

31969


U.S. NAVY


V ice Adm. Walter L. Curtis, Jr., U.S. Navy,


for appointment to the grade of vice admiral,


when retired, pursuant to the provisions of


title 10, United States Code, Section 5233.


U.S. MARINE CORPS


The following-named officers of the Marine


Corps for permanent appointment to the


grade of major general:


Harry C. Olson 

Ross T. Dwyer, Jr.


Ralph H. Spanjer 

Joseph C. Fegan, Jr.


Fred E. Haynes, Jr. 

Leslie E. Brown


Lawrence F. Snowden

The following-named officers of the Marine


Corps for permanent appointment to the

grade of brigadier general:


William G. Joslyn 

Paul G. Graham


Donald H. Brooks 

William R. Quinn


Charles D. Mize 

Harvey E. Spielman

Norman W. Gourley Andrew W. O'Donnell


IN THE AIR FORCE


Air Force nominations beginning F red-

erick H. Barnes, to be lieutenant colonel, and


ending Gene A . A llen, to be lieutenant


colonel, which nominations were received by


the Senate and appeared in the Congressional


Record on September 5, 1972.


IN THE ARMY


Army nominations beginning Irma V .


Bouton, to be lieutenant colonel, and ending


Richard J. Williams, to be second lieutenant,


which nominations were received by the Sen-

ate and appeared in the Congressional Record


on September 6, 1972.


IN THE NAVY


Navy nominations beginning David H.


Acton, to be ensign, and ending Philip M.


Lightfoot, Jr., to be captain, which nomina-

tions were received by the Senate and ap-

peared in the Congressional Record on Sep-

tember 5, 1972;


Navy nominations beginning David S. Ailes,


to be captain, and ending Eugene M. Riddick,


to be commander, which nominations were


received by the Senate and appeared in the


Congressional Record on September 6, 1972;


and


Navy nominations beginning David D.


Abelson, to be lieutenant, and ending Wil-

liam C. Jarrett, to be commander, which


nominations were received by the Senate and


appeared in the Congressional Record on


September 6, 1972.


IN THE MARINE CORPS


Marine Corps nominations of John Cald-

well, to be second lieutenant, and Clarence U.


Gebsen, to be lieutenant colonel, which nom-

inations were received by the Senate and


appeared in the Congressional Record on


August 15, 1972; and


Marine Corps nominations beginning V in-

cent A. Albers, Jr., to be colonel, and ending


William A. Tate, to be colonel, which nom-

inations were received by the Senate and


appeared in the Congressional Record on


September 6, 1972.


EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS


ADDRESS BY SENATOR PERCY- 

ISRAEL DINNER OF STATE IN 

NEW YORK 

HON. JACOB K. JAVITS


OF NEW YORK 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

Friday, S ep tem b e r 2 2 , 1 9 7 2 


Mr. JAV ITS. Mr. President, my at-

tention has been brought to the excel- 

lent address deliv ered by the dis tin- 

guished Senator from Illinois (Mr. 

PERCY) on April 30 before the Israel


Dinner of State in New York City. Be- 

cause Senator PERCY'S remarks are most 

pertinent, I ask unanimous consent that


they be printed in the RECORD: 

There being no objection, the address 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 

ADDRESS BY U.S. SENATOR CHARLES H. PERCY


I am honored to be on the same platform 

with your distinguished guests Mr. and Mrs. 

Joseph Mazer, Mr. and Mrs. Maxwell Rabb, 

and General Haim Laskov (former Chief of


Staff of the Israeli Army) . I also thank him


for his gracious introduction.


Just a few minutes ago in the audience,


because of being in black tie, I suppose, I


was mistaken at one table for the maitre d'. I


was thanked very much for the dinner. I


promised the table to convey their praise


and mine to the dinner committee and all


of you who helped organize this wonderful


evening.


We are here 

this 

evening because each


of us has tried to communicate one of the


truly great stories in human history-the


story of Israel. We have the job of continuing
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